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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In April 1983 eight hundred and six (806) Washington State citizens were
interviewed for a public opinion survey conducted by the League of Women
Voters of Washington for the Department of Ecology. The survey was
designed to evaluate the Shoreline Management Act which has been the

state law coordinating development of the shoreline for the past 1l years.

- MAJOR FINDINGS

me— @ Eight out’of”ten»péople visitlaishofeline4at“Teast‘several:ff"f T T

ree §c~at~ieast*mq_th;y~or“mgreh ~‘HEZ.;'

® Puget Sound and Washlngton s lakes are the most popular
shoreline destinations of Washington residents.

e When asked what they do at the share, 3/4 of the people
"abserve Hature" frequently.

s Half of the people engage in activities such as
boating, swimming, fishing and camping.

e Fully half of the state's residents see a shoreline on a daily
basié.

® Nine out of ten people think having a view of the water is impartant.

¢ One out of three people are drawn to the state's shorelines by
its patural character and scenic beauty.

e One in four are drawn by the peacefulness and serenity.

e Litter at the beach detracts from beach visits for almost half
of the state's residents.

- e Wildlife areas and public parks receive the highest priority

for waterfront 1ocation'as opposed to office buildings and multifamily

housing which receive the lawest priority for development on the waterfront.



s There is general satisfaction (45% and 35%, reépectively) with
the amount and location oF'waterFront development tﬁat has already occurred
on state shorelines.

e Three out of four people have either never heard of the Shoreline
Management Act or are only vaguely familiar with it.

e Half of the state's residents feel there is enough public ac;ess

to beaches, lakes, rivers and streams, while one-third feel there is not

enough.

OF the gaals of the Shorelln ,Ménagemen .Act9 four outmof'fen“

e e 4—.;,-—.'-— ST Bt D ep Tl N e LR

' pebﬁie feel the most 1mportant goal is to minimize damage to the ecology
of the shorelines.

e Almost 9 out of 10 people feel citizen participation in shqreline
planning is an important goal of the Act. |

e Almost 9 out of 10 peagple are willing to have certain shorelines
managed more stringently if those shorelines are of particulér value to .
the wholé state.

e 1 in 4 pecple feel that the shorelines have improved aver the
last ten yeafs; 1 in 4 feel they have gotten_worse; while 1 in 3 think
they have stayed about the same.

¢ 1 in 5 people mention "user fees" when asked how shoreline

management activities should be funded.

SUMMARY

Lakes, rivers, and coastal shorelines throughout Washington are a
heavily used natural resource. Most Washington residents use the shoreline -
for recreational activities, and they value the shorelines for their

scenic beauty and serenity, as well. Not only is visiting the beach important
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to the state's\qitizens, but having visual access to the water is also
important. -

The goals of the Shoreline Management Act that were most important to
Washington residents had to do with minimizing ecological damage to the
shoreline, preserving public access to the shoreline, and encouraging
citizen participation in shoreline planning.

Philosophically, Washington residents are willing to see their

1nd1v1dual freedoms llmlted 1f 1t _means more env1ronmental problems can

and public parks when waterfront development is at issue. They want office
buildings, apartments, and éondominiums given a low priority or even no
priority at all for watérFront location. |

There is general satisfaction with the laws governing the shorelines
and with enforcement of those laws, aithouﬁh the majority of people are
unaware or only slightly aware of what these laws are (including the

Shoreline Management Act ltself)

Ten years later, there is still substantial agreement that state and
local-governments should share in the management responsibilities for state
shorelines.

The uses and values Washington residénts place on their shorelines
are clearly consistent with the goals of the Shoreline Management Act,

and while people may not have nam~ recognition of the Act, they agree that

the goals are important.
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W1 just love the water here. I no longer have

the urge to go in, which I used to do when I
was younger, but I still like to look. I think
it's given me a great deal of peace.”

-=James Beard, 80 year old
food consultant and author,
on the Oregon coast
June 1983
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I. INTRODUCTION

1982 marked the ll-year anniversary of the Washington State Shoreline
Management Act. Washington State's Shoreline Management Act is unigue
in this nation because it was initiated by the citizens of the state
before the federal govermment encouraged local coastal planning in
exchange for federal funding. Washington's Shareline Management Act

is also unique in including lakes, rivers, and streams in its coverage,

: 1n addztlon o marlne coastllnesa‘fNﬂ

Washington's citizens and their loczl governments have decided over
the past 11 years how their shorelines should be used. This means that
citizens throughout the state have been drawn into the procesé of
shoreline planning. Despite (or perhaps because of) such broad citizen
involvement, the history of shoreline planning in this state has been
one of controversy. Lacal interests have often conflicted with state-
wide interests. Development interests have conflicted with preservation
interests. In urban areas-competition for scarce shoreline resources is -
intense. But throughout this all, plarning under the Shoreline Managéheni
Act has moved forward. |

In the past, major funding for these shoreline activiiie# Hés been
provided by the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. Naw,‘ﬁoweQer, that
source of funding is drawing to a close, and Washington State citizens
must provide direction on whether to fund shoreline planning activities
from the state's deficit-laden budget. Charged with administering the
Shoreline Management Act, thE Department of Ecology felt it was important

to evaluate the Act based on a survey of the public's perception of



appropriate management of shorelines and the law including its successes
and failures over the last 11 years. Such a survey would be conducted
statewide and would be a randam sample survey, designed to gauge a broad
cross-section of public opinion;

After competitive review by the Department of Ecology in January
1983, the League of Women Voters of Washington was chosen by the
Department of Ecology to design and implement this survey. The League

of Women Voters is a volunteer, non-proflt, non-partlsan c1tlzen

'organlzatlon and,:as such does nat supporf‘or oppose pdlltlcal parE*és_,ﬁl

and effective force promoting responsible, responsive state government.

The League is particularly involved in promoting informed and active

participation of citizens in govarnment.



II. THE SAMPLE - WHO WAS INTERVIEWED

By réndomly selecting the teiephone numbers to be called, the
survey aimed to sample a cross-section of people who reflected the
demographic composition of the state's citizens in terms of age, se%,
occupation, education, and income.

The 806 citizens who were interviewed in this survey came from

almost every county in the state (Figure 1). A few counties with very

IOW~populatlons had na people 1nterv1ewed (Columbla, Ferry7 Garf1e1d1~. R

obtaln 1hterv1ewso Klng County, contalnlng 30 7 oF the state S

population, accounted for 246 (30.5%) of all interviews. The other
counties bordering Puget Sound (Whatcom, Skagit, San Juan, Island,
Snohomish, Kitsap, Mason, Pierce, Thurston) comprise 32.6% of the state's
population, and they accounted for 32.5% (262) of the total interviews.
Counties in the southwest part of the state and ocean counties (Clallam,

Jefferson, Grays Harbor,; Lewis, Skamanla, Cilark, Cawlitz, Wahklakum,

Pacific) with 11.7% of the state's population, accounted for 93 1nterv1ews

or 11.6% of the total number. Eastern Washington countle;, with 2407;-0F .

the state's population, made up the remainiﬁg 25.5% or-205 interview§; |

0f the 806 people interviewed, 119 (15%) own waterfront prcperty9

although only 72 people live on that property elther year-round or

part of the year. Waterfront owners are spread evenly across the staté;‘

Mahy of them are retired people, although they come from all occupational

classes,

Length of residence in the state was considered to be another

important factor that might influence how people responded to our
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics Compared to State Population

Sample State
Characteristics Population
(% of 796) (% of 2,992,796)

Males

Females.

Educational Level

Less than High School
Q%gh School Graduate
Some college, bus., voc.
College Graduate
Post-graduate

Family Income

% of 797) (% of 2,992,796)

flapy =g Mgl

(%
36.9 49.7
63.1 50.3
(% of 804) % of 4,132,156)
8.1 11,5
29.4 37,3
32.2 21.3
18.1 19.0
12.2 Not available

(% of 7

29) (% of 1,086,000)

Less than $10,000 14.4 17.0
$10-19,000 23.5 27.4
$20-29,000 28.2 27.8
$30-49,000 20.4 21.8
Greater than $50,000 10.4 6.0
Median category: Median income: $21,696
$20-29,000
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TABLE 2,  PROFILE OF SAMPLE: WASHINGTON RESIDENTS 18 VEARS AMD OLDER % .

|

ty

| VEARS OR RESIDENCY AGE GROUP a nccinfdiuhu ; s EDUCAT1ONAL LEVEL
| Tt H
' 4

18- 25~ 35- Gi- +63 | Mgr Prof Tech, Bl'.;ﬁq’l Bve Fish Hekr Studt Ret 1CH.S. H.S. Some post- Coll Fost

!

H H

; x | :

4 N 50 { Sales |1 . fgr ' second grad grad
! !

1 0-10 20-30 §1-20 32-40 £1-30 )30
!

Tof D160 157 128 167 77 116 873 200 244 {45 (241 39 112 fe2 18 ISO S 10 17 M7 2% 256 144 9%
REG1ON = = | :
Tof 805 i | ! _
| : l : '
King County 30 13% 2 O M 0 1 1w 0 32 0 AL} W0 O 4" i U N LY 1
Other Puget Sound b5 T T S B T I B T I | N . ¥ SN~ N | A (- N/ B T 7 YO ¥ S ) 23 B % H U OB W %
Counties i i B P :
Southwest, Ocean 12 16 1 13 14 12 17 4 8 4 14 15115 8 8 . 9 FIN | I e 15 8 1
Counties i ! . | k2 ‘
Eastern Mashington 25 125 30 20 23 25 2 1% 2 2 18 .13 20 2 35 O LI VIS S AR { N B 192
o t ! , =
. e
t:
LI TE S
. LI
t SEL{  INCOME CATEGORY , o IREGION OCCUPATION
] : (thousands) : LIRS !
{ HEN  WONEN § <10 10- 20~ 30- 50+ King Piget' &, East! Mgr Prof Tech, BI Col Svc Fish Hakr Studt Ret
i ! v 29 4 Co Solwnd: Ocean ! Sales Agr
VM 303 =, 109 177 214 154 78 v 243 26?' 93 205t 39 M2 12 M1 S0 27 110 22 17
REGION } H OMN WATERFRONT PROPERTY i
1of 806 § H 1 ofB03 § !
i i H
King County 0 13t % {2 AN W W A i 85 Bh 192 87 83 92 % M 92 91 N
Other Puget Sound B 1% W0 32N I 32 B gYes i B u O L VA 10 23 8 {1
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Eastern Mashingten 25 ¢ 24 A 1 W N 1 N _and reside there part tige (3) 3 H
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questions. Survey participants were grouped by ten-year time periods.,
All of the ten-year groups are fairly equal, except for those living
in Washington from 41 to 50 years which accounted for only 9.5% of the
total sample. (These data are not available for the true population.)

We asked the age of each person interviewed. 10% of our sample is
between thé ages of 18 and 24; 26% between 25 and 34; 30% between 35 and
50; 18% between 51 and 64; and 15% over the age of 65. In comparison

with the state's population, this survey slightly undersampled the youngest

age~group7—wh&le»mlddle—aqe—graups~wese—semewhat aversampled (see~Iabie l)

;n;shed;blg scbuai;;:ZE. hadn

graduated from high school; another 32% had at least some college,
business, or vocational education; and 30% had finished college ar had
some postngréduate education. Our sample slightly underrepresents the
lower educational levels and overrepresents the higher educational levels

(see Table 1 and Table 2). SR -

People were also asked to give their occupation. The largest groups
interviewed included homemakers (22%), white-collar workers (21%), retired
people (15%), professicnals (14%), and blue-collar workers (10%). Comparison
with the state's population is difficult because of the way state occupational
groupings are reported. State officials report that there were 15.3%
retired people in the state in 1982. o

Income levels reported by Washington residents interviewed in this
survey show that 13.5% of the sample earned less than $10,000 per year
(in 1982 before taxes): 22% earned $10-19,000: 248% earned $20-29,000:

19% earned $30-49,000: and 10% reported earning over $50,000 per year.

Less than 7% of the people being interviewed declined to answer this

guestion. Compared with the true state population, our sample underrepresented
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the lower income levels and overrepresented the higher income levels

(Table 1.)
Men made up 36.9% of our sample and women §3.1% (Table 1). The

actual ratio of men to women 18 years old and older in the state

population is 49.7:50.3, a marked difference from the sample ratio of
37:63. This is a phenomenon of telephone interviewing. Women tend to
answer the telephone more frequently than men. Extensive checks were

made as the analysis began to determine whether this misrepresentation

e the_sexes woulduafFeet_the~results.~ OF all the demographlc charaCa-

s .-;—.-,— o

‘ferlsflee, ééx’ﬁée‘fhe Ieast 1mﬁaeﬁyen’peb11c perceptlon oF state*‘4%”
shorelines. In the few instances sex differences appeared9 they are
shown in the tables with the sample weighted to provide true proportions
of men and women. |

The sample'size wag selected to obtain a sufficieﬁt number of
responses, proportionately from all counties in the stetev to produce
reliable estimates of the opinions of all Washington residents. The
deqree of reliability or certainty that the sample represents the true
papulatlon is 95%. We are confident that the results would not be a;y
different for a sample of similar size and with 31m113r characterlstlcs>
more often than five times in 100. The sampling error for this size
sample . and the level of confidence is 4%; that is, the percentages
reported in the findings may be four percentage points in either directioe;

Where responses are taken from smaller segments of the sample, conclusions

may he less precise.




II1. FINDINGS

All of the questions asked in this survey were designed to shed
light on Washington residents' beliefs, behavior, knowledge, and

attitudes regarding these seven objectives:

A, Level of public use of shorelines

T S T (avel of ‘government approprlate “for managing’ shcreilnes
F. Priority attached to funding of shoreline management

G. Expectations for future managemgnt of shorelines

The findings of the survey follow, presenting each abjective

separately.
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S 1‘fwho~neven,v151tmthe shdreg ?5”:533—0393 Sﬁ.years old...Younqer peuple

A. LEVEL OF PUBLIC USE OF THE SHORELINE

One of the first areas we wiéhed to explore was the level of use
by individuals of Washington's shoreline resources. How often do
Washington residents actually visit a shareline, where do they_go;
what do they do when they get there?
Given the 20,634 miles of salt and freshwater shorelines in Washington

State, it was not surprising that 85% of our sample visit a share at least

”several times a-year-and 36% go-at least monthly 0p~morer—»DF the 6” i

el e gt Ry P o ol e RS TR L I RIS o TSI

Were more llkely than ‘older people to vlslt the shore as often as onte
a month, but retired people were also frequent users of the shorelines
(see Figure 3 and Table 3},

‘ When asked #What type of shoreline they most frequently visit,
respondents chose lakes and Puget Sound as the most population destinations
(lakes, 29%; Puget Sound, 26%) with rivers or streams'being the
destination of 16% of our sample and the ocean, 11%.

Residents of Eastern Washington mosg Frequentlylyiéit lakes and
rivers, while Puget Sound and King County residents méét frequently
visit Puget Sound. The southwest and ocean counties' most frequent
destination is, not surprisingly, the ocean.

There are also differences in destinations showﬁ;by differeﬁt age
groups. People under 35 were more likely to visit lakésvﬁhile thoée in tﬁe
51-64 age range were more likely to visit the ocean. Pﬁdet Sound'was
visited equally by all age groups.

In addition to the frequency of visits and the type of shoreline

visited, we wished to know what people did when they went to the shore.

11
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TABLE 3.  FREQUENCY OF SHORELINE VISITS

*0o you go to lakes, rivers, or other shorelina areas in Nashington ance a year, several times a
4 yesar, once 3 sonth or more, dlaost daily, or et at all?®
QCCUPATION

REGIOR AGE GROUP

i iut Cal Bl Col Sve Haekr Rst
fo  Sound Ocean 24 3 S0 ba !

iKing Puget GSW, East 18- 2§- 353~ §1- +43
Tof 285 283 93 WS 177 110 244 145 1240 314 106 30 170 245

VISIT FREQ'CY
Lot 804

—

BN 14 m: 8 120 10-- 130 Lt 10 13 . ' B
AR S99 49 %»-301”-—-3'}—-*f:—2;4:::j&-’; 17 ’

“&evrlﬁr———»%“r—wh-ﬁ*“w =5k 4?« —:x~~¢v HCA T B R i YA - R S
Yearly Wi 1 & M & 5 8 10 208 1 09 1
Never B33 % 0% % 11 .3 4 B 013 5 - 8 14

TABLE 4.  FREQUENT ACTIVITIES ON SHORELINES

"Froa the fallowing list of things people often da at the.shore, would you tell se shich af thes
you do frequently when you go to the shora?®

e}

AGE GRAUP

§8- 25- 35~ Si- 43 o . . oo -
24 3% S0 & o
Tof 73 210 244 145 124

ACTIVITIES :
¥ af 79 |
Fish 48 132 50 S5t 49 3§
Boat 2 151 47 485 B W .
fig claas 6 118 4 33 & 2 '
Swig 6 139 &8 2 1B 1
Casp 84 144 54 48 45 18
dbserva Nature 77 0177 M™% N2 N %

13




:ourrsample;j“Examples cF other;popular actxvxtles were walkzng and

The questionnaire offered chaices of seven activities as well as an open
choice in which people specified aﬁ activity not previously mentioned.
Not surprisingly, recreational activities were the predominant use of
the shoreline. Only 6% of those who went to the shore went there for
work-related activities. Almost three-quarters of those going to the
shore (72%) said they "observed nature" frequently. This was by far

the most common activity at the beach. Other activities, such as boating,

F1sh1ng, sw1mm1ng and camplng were Frequently engaged in by 40-50 of

N SN c-/—“za“"-

As much as the activities that attract people to the beach,
there are qualities about the shoreline that make it a desirable place
to visit. Our sample was asked what thase qdalities are, and‘eacﬁ person
was allowed two responses. 242 of the 1063 responses given had to do
with the natural character and scenic beauty of Washington's beaches.
205 were connected with the peacefulness and serenity of the shore, 135
had to do with the activities available, 135 with the general atmosphere

of the beach, and 129 with the interaction with the natural world

(see Appendix D for detailed responsés).

There were also things that detracted from Washingtonians' visits
to the shore. When asked what those were (again, allowing two responses
per person), litter was the most frequently mentioned problem, drawing
352 responses out of a total of.9&l responses. Crowds detracted from
124 people’s visits to the beach, but an almost equal number said nothing
detracted from their visits. Less frequently mentioned problems included
poor water quality, abuse of the site (including driving on the beach),

excessive noise, and overdevelopment of the shoreline.

14



All of the above discussion concerns actual physical use of the
shoreline area. But Washingtoﬁians also "use" their shoreline for visuai
enjoyment. When asked how frequently they see a shoreline, fully half
said they see a shareline on a daily basis. Another 20% see a shoreline
at least weekly. Only 1 in 10 of this state's residents see a shoreline
as little as once or twice a year. (Table 5).

Not only do Washington's citizens see shorelines frequently, but it

is 1mportant for them to be ablento do sa. The ‘shoreline is not a

—resource taken'llghtl

—59@ of Washlngton state‘re51dents Feel that !

,,,,,

hav1ng a v1ew “af the wéEer is very impartant, while anofher“?ﬂ%‘sald
it was somewhat important. Only 11% said having a view Qf,ﬁﬁQ“W???r_“_
was not important to them. The importance of visual access to the
water was evident across the state and was independent of geoéraphical
area (Table 6).

From the preceding discussion, it is apparent that Washingtonians
are aware of and use their shoreline resources heavily, not cnly for
recreational purposes, but for aesthetic enjoyment as well.

The next section focuses on what types of uses Washington residents
feel are most éppropriate for the shoreline and how theY“F?9;u3b99t>“

previous development of the shore.

15



TABLE 5.  FREBUENCY OF SEEING SHORELINES

*Some peopla seldom visit a shoreline for recreation or work, but lack at it often. How

gften do you see a shoreline?*

VISUAL FREQUENCY

{count) {Z of 8OD)
Daily 413 32

Heakly »

133 19

T Heathly

Never 13 2

TABLE &.  IMPORTANCE OF SEEING SHORELINES

*How isportant is it to you to be able to have 3 view of the water?

H REGION : AGE GROUP ! QCCUPATION

{King Puget GSW, East i18- 25~ 33~ G5i- +43 !Nt (ol Bl Col Svc Hakr Ret

{ Co  Sound Ocean 128 34 30 &4 H
Tof 295 263 93 205 73 210 244 145 124! 314 100 50 170 243

- VISUAL ACCESS ' | '
T of 78%: H :

Very ispt 59161 &2 54 33 133 39 4l 38 441 82 7 52 37 &0

Sonewiat L3 028 3 31 140 32 027 O3B 1B 29 3 B 0 25
iapt i : H

Not impt 1113 11 12 14 t7 9 12 it 18149 12 {0 19
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B. APPROPRIATE USES OF THE SHORELINE.

Although the respondents in our sample aren't very familiar with
the principle law in the state that governs Qses of the shorelines
(see Section C. Public Knowledge éF the Shoreline Management Act), they
do have definite opinions as to what uses should have priority Forothose
shorelines. Survey participants were asked to rank nine different types

of development as high, medium, or low priority based on whether they

should be located on the. waterFront—'fTabIe 7) e LR

";The<hlghest prxorltg was-assxgped by our sample tp w11dlx£e~naturai; g

SRS TN

TR o TR TR T 1 99 ST TR - S SR IS e R ST BT L ST LSS

areas and public parks and facililities. 82% thought wildlife-natural
areas should be given high priority and 70% thought public parks should
be given high priority. Half the sample thought fish and shellfish
farming should have a high priority for locating)on g Waterfront. At
the other end of the scalé; commercial, industrial, aﬁd multifamily
housing uses received the largest "low or no pribrity at all" ratings,
with office buildings rated low or no priority by 92% oF our sample,
apartments and condominiums by 80%, industrial Fac1llt1es by 64 and
véhops and restaurants by 59%. Almost half of the sample con51dered ‘
marinas to be only a medium priority for waterfront usage. Agricultural
activities received priority ratings evenly divided bethen high, medium,
and low priorities, perhaps indicating uncertainty over how dependent
farmers and ranchers are on waterfront location. These ratings mostly
spanned all age groups, regions of tﬁe state, occupations, and lengths
of residence in Washington, indicating wide citizen agreement on these

priorities (Table 8).
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8l

High Priarity

Hildlife, Natural Areas

Public Parks, Facilities

Fish, Shelifish Faraing

Harinas
Agricultural Activities
Industrial Facilities

Shops and Restaurants

fipartaents and Condosiniua

fiftice Buildings

% ot B0

82

1

L}

e

23

10

TABLE 7.

Hedius Prigrity

i

o

1 of 805

Warinas

Fish, Shellfish Farsing

© fgricultural Activities

Shops and Restaurants
Public Parks, Facilities
Industrial Facilities
Apartgents, Condosiniuss
Rildlife, Natural Areas

Office Buildings

L

3

36

R}

e

1]

14

i

~ Apartaents, Condoniniues} ]
] ‘:‘:.zi; s

| I
Ny ¥

Low Priority

Dffice Buildings -

Shaps and Restaurants

Industrial Facilities

Agricultural Activities : ||

G
RENTRE
Harinas e

i
EENE

Fish, Shellfish Farsing '}}

Public Parks, Facilities

Wildlife, Natural Areas -

No Priority

1 of 805

Gftice Buildings 42
Apartaents, Condominiuas 33

Industrial Facitities 23

Shaps and Restaurants 8
Agricultural Activities 9

. - Marinas 5

Fish, Shellfish Faraing 3

g Public Parks, Facilities |
Wildlife, Natural Areas 2



- TABLE 8 (a). PRIORITIES FOR USES ON SHORELINES

*The Shoreline Nanagement Act was adopted priaarily to contral future uses of lake, river, and coastal sharelines,
but different peaple have different ideas on how tha shoreline areas of our state should be used. ...Do the
following uses, in your gpinion, have a high, mediua or low priority, or no priority at all?®

REGIGN i YEARS RESIDENCY o AGE GROUP JcCuPaTION

\King Puget GSW, Easti0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 >40{18- 25~ 33- 3i- 63+ INt Col Bl Col Svc Hekr Ret
i Ca Sound (Ocean ' 124 M 50 44 H
Tof 245 262 93 205 % 160 128 157 167 193 1 73 210 243 143 124: 314 100 S0 t70 147

MARINAS o . &

14T 45 848

S 47 43 47 37

Mediua 45 42 50 37 48

e =
! ! ! :
low ~ 2812 24 25 01/ W W 18 Wi W ¥ W SIAW B[ OH W3
Moprior. 5 i6 3 8 3 t4 3 2 B 5 i6 4 7 3 8i3 1 & & 1
INDUSTRY ! ! : :
Tof 798! : ! 3
Migh 1007 8 18 1347 & 11 13 12 117 9 12 ui9 1@ 16 7 10
Nedin 24126 76 M 7 117 W 2 W W99 7 W %I N 0 2 R,
) tow  ALid6 41 33 37 13 S0 45 I 3B 14 50 39 3 014 3§ 4 % W
Nopr'ty 23020 23 20 2 122 23 2 19 B /A WP BIB/ 15w # W9
5 1 [l )
WILDLIFEs : : !
NAT. AREAS ! i : !
1 of 806! : : !
Wigh 8218 8 63 81 188 % 87 8 85 193 9 8 77 74185 82-- 8- 88 74
Medius 14118 14 12 16 111 10 16 14 ;7T o8 8 19 711§ & w & 2
w 243 2 5§ 2 i- - 3 § & ! T 3 sz 2 4 2
Noprity 20,8 -~ - 8 1. - - - - 1. < 1 - =i- - 7
TPARKS - : ! : !
Tof g0 ! : :
High 70170 70 74 48 t49 8 69 0 T2 162 7L 70 T3 eBies T - 72 -7 49
Yedive 25126 % 19 W 1U 9 W ¥ 19 1%y ¥ N WiAW ¥ W 18 M
tw ¢ t3 3 5 & 12 2 2 § § i- 2 7 3 -3I+§ 3 2z 1 3
L L T S L T O T S S S S S G
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OCCUPATION
160 56 170 117

3l- &3+ [dt Col Bl Col Svc Mekr Ret
b4

AGE SROUP
24 34 50
193 4 73 200 283 145 124! 314

18~ 25- 35-

"

!
1
{

PRIORITIES FOR USES ON SHORELINES
167

11-20 21-30 31-50
157

YEARS RESIDENCY

TABLE 8 (b).
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The above qgestions on use priorities were very specific questions
on future development of the waterfront. But the respondents were also |
asked a series of general questions on their satisfaction with the amount
and location of development that has already occurred on the shorelines
of Waéhington.

- Almost half of the sample (45%) thought that the amount of existing
development was about right, while a third (36%) thought that there was

too much development on the shore. Those people who have llved in

Washington for over 20 years (Table 9).

Concerning the locatlon of existing development, one-thlrd (35%)
of the sample was mostly satisfied and one-third (33%) had neutral feelings.
One-fifth (20%) were dissatisfied with where waterfront development Aas
occurred. Owners of waterfront property were more likely to be satisfied
with waterfront development location than athers (Table 9).

The general satisfaction with the amount and location of existing -

waterfront development shown by the sample is similar throughout all

regions of the state (Table 9).
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TABLE 9. SATISFACTION RITH DEVELOPMENT AMOUNT AND LOCATION

0o you think the amaunt of develapment that has occurred on state shorelines is too littla, about
right, ar too such?*

d REGION : YEARS OF RESIDENCY i OWN
' ' ' ! NTRFRONT
King Puget &M, East 10-3 4-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-30 Over | Yes Mo
{ Co  Snd Ocean i 0 |

¥ of 245 263 93 04 182 719 128 157 ta? 177 6 1 119 486

e

B O Tl o N S

tala -
h T -n

i3 10 8 4% T8 s e

13 7 i1 20 5 17 1 12 4 15

“Tao little & a8
About right ! 4 45 ST %! B 49 M 4 45 43 54 82 B
Tas auch k7 THNY CRRY S SR N7 S { QR S-S v S S I T {
gon‘t know 2 8i ? i3

*To what sctent are you satisfié& or dissatisfied with the location of developaent that has already
occurred on the shorslines®™®

LOCATICN : i
1 of 805 | ; :
i Satisfied I N B W B /W W OB W 48T
Bissatisfied 200 2 A 2t 24 8 20 2t 2 18 14 13 20
Neutral SIS B L7 < H I Y At A T < T | S s S
Don’t know 1z 14 7 13 140 16 9 13 11 11 14 131 10 13
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C. PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE QF THE SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT

The third area we wished to explore was how much Washington citizens
knew about the Shoreline Management Act.

Of all the people surveyed, almost one-third (29%) had never heard
of the Shoreline Management Act; cleose to half (44%) were only vaguely
familiar with it. The remaining group (26%) was elther somewhat or

very familiar with the law. This segment was asked to name some provision

:j oF lt‘ ‘more than one-thlrd (Ju' "QdéVinmtenfhfwiﬁéjﬁﬁta%;éaMplg)_Ebnhéﬁ?é

o o emenen POV

such as permits or access. One in four, however, were unable to name

anything connected with the law or confused shareline laws with other
water-related laws, |

Waterfrqnt owners are twice as likely ta be very familiar with the
Shoreline Management Act as non-waterfront owners (see Table 1Q).

All four regions of the state have similar proportions of people
claiming to be only vaguely familiar with the Act (42% - 47%),

Citizens who are unaware of the existence of the Shoreline Management.
Act are most likely to live in Eastern Washington, least likely to. be
residents of King County. Conversely, of the four regions, King County
residents most often (33%) claim to be somewhat or very familiar with
the Act, while the eastern region has the fewest in that category.

Not surprisingly, th2 length of time a person.has lived in Washington
affects his or her awareness of the law; the longer one has lived in the
state, the more likely one is familiar with the Act. About half of the

0-10 year residents said they had never heard of it; less than one in

ten were very familiar with it. The 11-40 year residents were most likely



}
4
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TABLE 10.  FAMILIARITY WITH THE SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT

"How familiar with the Shareline Manageaent Act would you say you are?’

! REGION i YEARS OF RESIDENCY P OWN
' ! : WTRFRONT
iKing Puget SW, East i 0-10 {120 21-30 31-40 40 ! Yes Ne
t Co Snd Ocean : ' !

Lof 243 262 93 205! l&0 128 157 146 1M 1119 677

SEX

Msn WNomen

185 503

FAMILIARITY :
Lot 797

1

]

1

L

3

] i

] - - -

ey 5 T 5 3 T I

[

o P

320 17 P12 33

W
&

e i

soaswhat familiar 21 1 27 20 21 13

verf familiar 3 is & 1 4

- - w

pE
s ar aw ma e el
il

“What part of the Act have you heard the aost about?®

(guestion to those answering "soaewhat® or “very", abave)

nuaber
in group 1 of 207 ‘ 1 of 804
developaent restrictions “?Z' ‘57--- -3--‘-_
peraits B3 2
'access b 3 4
ather 58 7 3
confused other regulations B 09 ' 2
don’t know 36 18- 4
group total 203 100 % i
not asked 803 74
saaple total 'EEZ | 'IEE
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to say they were vaguely aware of Ehe Act. The proportion who were
o somewhat orAvery familiar increased only for those residents living in
the state 40 years or more.

Men showed greater familiarity with the Act than women. Six males
to every four females were somewhat familiar with the Act. Of those who
had never heard of the Act, the proportions were six women Fér every four

men.

T Only a small number (4%) of the sample had had direct experience

- ‘with the Shoreline Management Act through its permit process, the primary

s B ea s T o) v

E :-:;;%éﬁflé—“"ﬁer:fég%&fétmq? hew—dex?élapmen‘&—-»':an—t%e—"sherehﬁe=~Tm-%&rﬁe§%ameté’=%—‘%

make many generalizations about this sub-group because of its small size
relative to the state population. It is probable, however, that permit
applicants weée more familiar with the Act than non-applicants -- the

sample indicated perhaps twice as familiar; their opinions on management

issues might be a suitable topic for separate study.
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D. SUCCESSFS AND FAILURES OF THE SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT

Has the Act helped, in Fact; to-"prevent the inhgrent harm in an
uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state's shorelines"*, as
the Act states in its policy statement? Through the survey we attempted l
ta learn whether the varied interests Washington citizens have for their \

shorelines have been met during the 11 years of shoreline'management.

We asked for apinions about development and the permit process, about

generally with shoreline laws.

Sectioﬁ A previously described the high level of use of shopeline
resources by citizens for recreation, relaxation and interaction with
naturé. It also pointed qut the imporifance to people of visual access
to shoreline areas. Many of the quaiities which make the shorelines most g
attractive for people to visit are those which the Shoreline Managemenf Act
was designed to protect and preserve. The fact that many.survey respondents
had ng complaints about their shoreline visits may be a measure of some
success. The principle cdmplaints about shoreline visits, litter and
crowds, while not a failure of the Act, are still of interest to the
Department of Ecﬁlogy, which (with othe: local and state agencies)
administers laws related to water quality, litter control, and uses of
parks and beaches.

The Shoreline Management Act does include among its goals minimizing

any interference with the public's use of the water. When asked whether

*RCW 90.58.020 2%
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there is enough or not enough access to beaches, lakes, rivers and 1
streams, fully half, 51%, of the respondents said enough. Almgst &4 in
10 (38%) said not enough, and the remainder didn't know.
There are only small differences on this question about the four
regions examined. Puget Sound residents; excluding King County, are
somewhat more likely to feel that access in insufficient. People in the
eastern part of the state are more likely to not know. Younger people are

much mare llkely than older people to feel there is enough access. Those

- _whe say access 1s*not'suFF1c1ent are; spread évenly across alr- age roups. —

are more likely to be unsure of access sufficience. How long a person
has lived in the state does not affect pgrception of inadegquate access,
but the response of "enough access” is concentrated in the 6-10 and
41-50 year length of residence groups (Tablell).

Unrestricted construction on both private and puBlic shorelines of
the state was the major reason the Shoreline Management Act was adopted.
How do state citizens feel about development on shorelines now? Our findings
show that close to half (45%) said the émount of develapment is "about‘rightg"
but oniy nine percentage points fewer; 36%, said there is too much. Feelings
abaut the location of development are more neutral; one-third each were
mostly satisfied or neutral, and only one fifth were dissatisfied. Those
who were dissatisfied witﬁ development amaunt or location are likely to be
residents of Puget Sound countieé (excluding King County). Southwest and

ocean county residents said there was not enough development (Table 12).
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TABLE 11.  ADEQUACY OF SHORELINE ACCESS -
*1s there engugh ar not enough public access to heaches, rivers, lakes and streass?”
| ABE GROUP ¢ REGION YEARS OF RESIDENCY
i 18- 25~ 35- 3i- &3+ King Puget SW, CFEast .0-3 &-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-30 »50
v 23 34 S0 &4 0 Lo Sad Ocean
Lof 7T 20 244 1431240 45 WI W 204

g2 7% 128 137 167 177 116

ADEBUACY ; | ; !

vaf 798 ! ! :
Enaugh SI 44 57 49 43 400 5L 45 &0 520 52 63 48 A 46 40 53
Nt enough 38 30 37 43 41 33 40 4 32 I3 33 4 M4 0 20 39 32
Dot knaw— . 11! 15t 15 122Ut

TABLE 12,  OVERALL ASSESSMENT UF SHORELINES

"Nverall, during the past ten years do you beliave Washington's lakes, rivers and coastal shorelines have
improved, gotten worse, or stayed about the sase?”

: AGE BGROUP REGION ! YEARS OF RESIDENCY i oM
' ; H : ' WTRFRONT
t 18- 23- 35- 5i- 45+! King Puget 54, East 10-5 &-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-30 Over | Yes No
P02 3% 50 a8 t Ca Snd Qcean ! 30 !
hof 73210244 1451241 243 263 9T 04 182 79 128 137 leT {77 M6 1 119 48k
ASSESSHMENT i H : H
%at  798: ! | H H
The sase 3 40 I3 037 % 03BN 42 My 22 I 4 47 0I5 3% 4 37T 39
1sprovad 250 W7 % OB T2 20 b S~ 1 U IS U B W3 BT
Harse 220 19 20 25 18 28 z 29 {4 137 ¢ 24 28 i4 7 2z 00 18 22
Dan't know 14 18 14 22 i (8 14 U] i1 12t 581 14 i 16 ? 3 12 i b
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With less than half the state's citizens expressing satisfaction
with the amount and location of development, some might feel that'the
Act is failing. On the other hand, if even smaller numbers of people are
dissatisfied, and in fact roughly 60% are either satisfied ar neutral
on both questions, the Act could be considersd a success in controlling
shoreline developmento

Gaining opinions of those persons who have had experience with the

--shoreline management permlt process prov1des another way to_ assess the TEETETEI

effeetlveness oF the Act.w_In_aurﬁsampleswil.nespandents had applled For

_...-.,--_. —r i 4 et 5 smane o

PR . S
.- e e g po PO

ol et e s S = s o e

:a shorellne permlt (&% cF the total sample) Fourteen of these eppllcants
said their experience with the process was satisfactory, and an almost
equal number said it was unsatisfactory. This size group is too small to
make generalizations about all permit applicants, and we ssggest the
Department of Ecology look for other ways to study the successes and
failures of this aspect of shoreline management;

. The survey asked respondents whether, averall, Washingteon's

shorelines during the past ten years had improved, go@?en sorse, or

stayed.abdut the same. A plurality (38%) answered "about the same"°

The percentages saying "improved" (25%) and "worse” (22%) Were almost equal
to each other. Principal factors seen contributing tnrshoreline’improvement

were better water quality and generally cleaner o. better mainteined areas;>

Improved facilities also received high marks. Other factors mentioned were

better access, the imposition of development restrictions, and a generally

higher level of citizen concern. (Table 12) |

Topping the list of reasons qiven for shorelines being worse now than

a decide ago was overdevelopment, followed by polluted water and averuse



or abuse. A few respondents thought that an inérease in litter ér decline
in maintenance had made shorelines warse.

Goals of the Act are implemented through tﬁe shoreline law, its
requlations and the local master programs, but three-fourths of the
population, as described in.Section C abave, is not familiar with this

specific law. Instead, when connecting governmental control or management

of state shorelines with law, they think collectively of all the legal

awhether?wnstltuted:ar—eanfeed“

The -survey asked state residents to what extent they were éatisFied or
dissatisfied with these laws generally. The responses follow somewhat
the same proportions as the responses on development, allowing for a
higher proportion who couldn't answer. 40% were mostly satisfied, 15%
were mostly dissatisfied, and 26% were neither ane nar the other.
Approximately the same proportions responded anut satisfaction with
enforcement of those same laws: 38% satisfied, 19% dissatisfied, 23%
neutral, and 20% didn't know. |

The differences for both general questions showed up most clearly
in the Puget Sound region for both general questions (Table 13).

Do these data indicate clearly whether the Shareline Management Act
has been a success or failure? No. But Washington residents are clear
that shoreline resgurces are important to them, and why. The proportions
who are not happy with shoreline uses are relatively small. The large
number of people who are unaware of the Act or its related laws may be
a target for shoreline managers who wish to strengthen the connection in
people's minds between the sharelines of this state and the laws governing

these shorelines.
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- TABLE 13,  SATISFACTION WITH SHORELINE LAWS AND ENFORCEMENT

*Tg what estent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the present laws governing the
uses of Washington's sharelines?

H ABE GROUP H REGION H YEARS OF RESIDENCY T OWN
! ) H ' ! WTRFRONT
! {8~ 25- 35~ 31~ &3+, King Puget GM, FEast [0-3 b-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 4{-3¢ 30 ! Yes Ne
24 3% 50 b4 { Co Sad Gcean i '

1of T3 210 244 145 1247 285 263 93 204 182 7% 128 157 a7 177 114 1 119 484

|

Loy
g 4l

ek e e R N S

1303 4

S b

T |
Dissatisé'¢ IS! B8 1 (3 18 24: 0w 13 1313 82 2 18 i
Neutral 6 3¢ 3 W 20 2 I W T |/ 2 in % 2
Dan’t know 20016 17 22 15 261 2 0 22 14 18 18 20

"How satisfied or disssatisfied would you say you are with governsental enforcesent of state shoreline laws?”

NITH ENFORCENENT

1af B804 : : :
Satisfied 388 3 35 3B 9 O OB/ O 47 3 9 W 0B 2 41 - 38 42 29 &
Dissatisf'd 19} 12 17 19 7 2 12 23 t4 130 8 i1 2w 1§ 7 FT W I
Kautral 23 029 32 2 17 18 19 I3 23028 % N ¥ -4 W 18 13 W 2
fan't knaw 00 B 16 22 17 © 22 14 16 2 - 3

7o A 19 4 M 2
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E. LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATE FOR MANAGING SHORELINES -

When Washington citizens voted on the Shoreline Management Act
initiative 11 years ago, they were given the choice of vesting more power
over shorelines in the sﬁaté qovernmehf or in local government. The
voters chose local governments. We were interested in finding out how
state residents felt now about thaf issue. Who should have responsibility
for managing Washington's shorelines?

T UTEe TT0% .0 7 State residentsTare evenly divided in terms of preference for

"Who should have the major role in managing the shorelines," 56% mentioned

state or local governments alone or in combination, 24% preferred property
owners or a combination of owners with one or more levels aof government,
and the remaining people mentioned the federal and state government levels
togefher (4%) or the federal level in some other combination (6%).

If future actions or funding demands require a balance between state
and local governments other than what presently exists within the Shoreline
Management Act, state citizens say today that they prefer local government
in the stronger role, though by only a slim margin. 50% expressed a
preference for local government; 44% preferlstate government.

When the data on government management preferences are analyzed ta
discover whether any differences appear between subgroups of the state'é
population, we find significant differences based on educational level
between fhose preferring higher (i.e., federal) levels of management versus
lower (i.e., local) levels. (Table 14)

Those persons with less than a high school educaticn more aften
prefer major control of shoreline management in the hands of owners rather

than control residing with any government. Where respondents' education
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TABLE 14. PREFERENCE FOR HANAGEMENT OF SHORELINES

°In addition to uses of our state's shorelines, a very important guestion is the responsibility governaent should
have in atteapting to achieve (the Shoreline Managesent Act] goals. Who should have the sajor responsibility
tar ganaging the sharelines, in your opinion?”

REGION EDUCATION FIRST PRIORITY

iKing Puget SH; East

o Snd Ocaan

{{.5. H.S. Some post- college Post- iFresdom Environ Neutral
second.  grad  grad !

Tof 245 243 93 208144 I 25 144 9% 1182 435 l4b
LEVEL OF 8QVT ! ! '
o Tof 78 ! i :
i —allgovts . B ® 7 M7 83T B BT e
federal + state & E & 3 I3 3 { - 3 3 g ] { { 4 i
state 15 913 13 17 13 15 17 5 1o 16 16
state + local FL 3103 % 19 0¥ 0B sé 3 {0 B 33
tocal 14 0 13 17 17 2 17 1S o7 12 4
some govt + owners 13 18 12 9 10 12 18 12 / 10 18 18 10 16
gWners alone i E 3 tt 13 iS E 29 14 9 8 3 E 20 3 18

-TABLE 15,  CHOICE BETWEEN STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

5t spse time iR the future, if government takes on greater responsibility for the shorelines, would -you prefer
to have state or lacal governaent take the stronger role?" -

REGION ¢ EDUCATION FIRST PRIDRITY

Freedos Enviraon Neutral

King Puget 5W, East ! {H.§8, H.§. Some post- college Post-
{ Co Snd Ocean : second,  grad | grad

Tof 25 263 9T 204 144 23 1% 44 % 182 435 4
. LEAD ROLE? ! : :
s of 744 : ’

State 718 4 8 4T 88 s2 %2 ot s 50

Locat ST o4 5385 53143 % 97 0 8 e 47 50
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- shift taward highet

is at the high school level of higher, their preferences are less clear,
although as the educational level increases there is generally greater
approval of federal involvement or the state/local combination.

The reader should remember, in interpreting percentages hased on
educat%onal level, that our sample somewhat underrepresents the state's
true population at the lower end of the education scale and over-
represénts the college-educated population. While the preference trend

remains valid, the figures in the tables for the true population would

ontrolled management.

-Proportions-preferring owner—

ses”basedon educgtionalslev “c“-i“s?a‘;ibte‘aﬁiwheﬁi'fﬁh‘ét‘izhﬁi'é"e’ﬁ%ﬁr_'
managing shorelines in the future is between only state and local -
governmeﬁt levels. The differences reported amo?g the least educated

to the peost-graduate level range between 43% and 57% compared with the
overall 47% for state government and 53% for local governmeht (TableIIS)°

There are also differences apparent among regions when the population

has a choice of the full range of governments or property owners as

“-managers.s  When asked who should have major shoreline management

responsibility, Eastern Washington and the southwest and acean cogunty
residents picked owners alone (but not owners with government) or local
government in preference to higher levels. Eastern Washington respondents
had a high proportion (41%) of the don't know answers.

The one-third of the state population livipg in Puget Sound counties
(excluding King County) represent very closely the averall statewide
proportions on this queétion, with the exception of stronger respanses
in this group favoring some federal involvement in shoreline management.

King County residents, another third of the state population, also

favor federal involvement, but in combination specifically with the state,
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or government plus the owners pF the property. They are the only regional
group to show the government plus owners preference. An explanation is
that possibly the greater amount of pressure-on shoreline resources in the
highly urban county has resulted iﬁ a feeling that balance among government
interest and owner -interests can best meet their special management needs.
When asked to choose between state and local management, however, the

four reqgions were very similar.

Another subgroup 1n—thls survey—d1v1ded~state»re31dents.by the1r~—-~~—-—~"-e~

o foen s ot

ofder to achleve publzc envlronmental goalse We found in thlS category
clear distinctions when respondents were asked to choose between state
and local govermnments to take the lead role in future management
responsibility. State residents who have a greater concern for protection
of individual freedom favor local government by two to one. Those whase
greater concern lies with environmental solutions at the expense of
_individual freedom favor state government management, though..by. a.smaller -....
margin. If there is mo particular concern for either point of view, there
is also a neutral opinion on state versus lacal government (Table 156).
Washington residents in 1983 seem to be in agreement with the
philosophy adopted in the 1971 Shoreline Management Act that state and

local governments should share responsibility for managing the shorelines.
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TABLE 6.  PROFILE OF WASHINGTON RESIDENTS® PRIORITY FOR PROTECTING INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM OR

SOLYING EMVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

*Some people have suggested that protecting the public's interest in the environsent may reguire sore governasntal
activity. Other people feel this threatens individual freedoss. Which of the following statements best
fits your opinion? (1) 1 am smore concerned about protecting individual {readom even if that sakes it difficult
to solve environaental probless. (2} [ as more concerned about solving environeental probless even if
this aakes it difficult to saintain as asuch individual freedom as we now have, {3} [ have no greater
concern for ane than the ather,® .

i REGION ; ABE BROUP b QCCUPATION
iKing Puget SW, Eastii8- 25- 35- St- 443 'Mgr Prof Tech, Bl Col Svc Fish Hekr Stugt Ret
i Co Sound Ocean 1248 34 S0 4 H Sales Ror

TR I R Ao B2 0% S5 B T0- 24k W5 2% 3 M2 {67 7890

7 B e T e

Greater concern for 17 18 23 3 3

individual frecdoa ;
Greater concern for S5 1 462 61 S0 48 (41 A4 S6 S22 30 0 S 0§ 2. 0% % ¥ 32
solving environ- i
- sental probleas i

No greater concern 19128 15 21 22 122 18 24 1§ 19 9 4 2 23 18 15 18 14

for one than other

Gw P Gm AN e mm E- RR ae e ae .. e |

far gne than other

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL ' SEX ! INCONE CATEGORY
. H H {thousands)
{H.S. #.5. Gome post- Coll Post ! MEN  MWOMEN <10 10- 20- 30- S0+
i second grad grad | ! 19 29 &
Tof & 235 254 148 96 t 294 03 109 177 211 154 78
FIRST PRIORITY : | I
% of nn : !
Greater concern for 237 3% 27 24 ig 17 123 13\ W 17 19 38
individual freedoa ! ! 1
Breater concern far 331 31 AN 3| 2 64 155 5B P8 36 A M 44
solving environ- R ] i
sental probless H i i
Na greater concern 91 33 2 15 20 ¢ 120 19 115 22 19 17 18

A
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-7 finding new sources of revenue, specifically imposing user fees on shoreline : .. .

F. FUNDING

In addition to opinions abﬁut the degree of management by government
and which level of government should accomplish it, Ehe survey asked for
Washingtonians' views on funding shorelinme management. Respondents were
given a choice among several alternative funding methods: "taking funds
away from other areas,"” "increasing existing taxes,” "finding new sources

of revenue,” or "some other means."” They were then asked to be more

specific about the method they chose. Widespread support emerged for

PR o e s S g e+

 d;esJ Six in fen state residents preferred new sources, while only ome in
ten supported each of the other categories -- increasing existing taxes,

. shifting funds within existing budgets, or something else. {(Something
else meanﬁy to a few respondents, specifically no more taxes or fees of
any kind.) ' ) o -

Of those who felt new sources are the best source of future revenue,
user fees were mentioned almost seven times as often as any other type of
new revenue. Lottery funds, aﬁ income tax, volunteer-efforts, and new taxes
on polluters and boaters each received several vbtese

Among those préferring existing tax increases, the sales and property
taxes led the choices of those who made suggestions, with tobacco and liquor
.taxes and bond leviss being mentioned less often.

For those who felt existing government funds could be shifted to
shoreline spending, "waste in government” was almost three times as paopular
a target as defense/military, welfare, or the Department of Transportation

budgets.

These specific suggestions came from small numbers of people, since

even where the respandent made a choice of financing methods, he or she could
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often not offer a specific source. The total n;mber of "don't know" responses,
329, almost matches the total combinedvsuggestions given, 388. This reflects;
perhaps, the difficulty thé average citizen has suggesting appropriate
funding solutions for public managemenf issues.

Because the actual number tallied for many of these suggestions is
quite small, their proportions cannot be interpreted in this survey to

represent the views of all Washingtonians. The counts and their percentages

appear in Appendix D.

education and no significant differences among the four regions (Table 17).

Looking at the responses by income categories, support for increased
taxes and shifts from other areas increases asifamily income incfééses.
Greatest support for the predomipant "mew revenue sources" method came
from middle income groups. A preference. for "something else” was slightly
stronger among lower income groups. Increased taxes was the choice for
a relatively large group in the highest income category.

Similarly, among education levels, those at the upper levels offer
stronger support to tax increases and sﬁifts within existing areas, while
the less well educated tend to prefer "something else”. The largest
priority group, new revenue sources, was named almost evenly by people
from all educational levels.

Among the five age groups, new revenue sources are supported almost
equally by youngest and middle age groups, but less so by the over 65
group. Seniors alsc show a low preference far shifting government

funds: support for that method is greater among young people.
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-TABLE 17, PREFERENCES FOR FIMANCING METHOOS

"¥hichever level of goverasent has the greater responsibility, how shauid their efforts be financed?®

s REGION 3 AGE GROVP  §  SAVISFACTION WITM §  FIRST PRIORIYY i INCORE : EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
i : ¢ GHORELINE LANS ¢ , Bl :.J(thousands) i
King Puget ¥, East $88- 33~ S0- 45, § Hostly Meut Hostly iFreedom Environ Meutral %Lg 10! }0 20~ 30- 30, 3 (H.5. 0.5 Sose post Coli. Post
i G0 Sound Ocean 138 30 B4 ovr § Satis Dissat § B89 29 A9 over !} second. grad qrad
Lof 244 283 93 2050 203 244 (44 1260 38 21 448 ¢ 484 44t 450 ;IOB 77 2 1M 780 4 235 - 2% 4 W
A : LR TR
FUNDING METHOD 3 z ¥ s o !
t of 805 ! ; { ! fian { !
! [
i ! $ } U i
fromather 110 15 8 9 f08 15 48§ 28 W 41 10§ 9 1z 10 },',:9‘ Tounou I8 9 non B
areas : : } ! At i
: d i i ¢ i ? - i '
Incro taxes 9% 9 T 9 us 7 o119 9 11 b8 9 0 5 L8 6 7 w5 g 8 12 5
i ! ¢ { AT !
Hew sowrces 595 60 66 61 53 62 A7 60 483 63 &1 5 3 b LYJ 3' };};52 b3 bb 62 94 50 40 B 55 82
] ; , b } I I
Soe sther (1: 7T 42 42 M ¢ ¢ (3 48 8 43 15 3 16 13 o0 8 & i L
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Two other areas where the survey looked for relationships between
attitudes and funding shoreline maﬁaqemént were Washington residents’
general satisfaction with shoreline laws, and their preference between
individual freedom and environmental problem-solving. Where people are
generally satisfied with existing shorfeline laws, they also tend to
support néw taxes or new revenue sources. If they are mostly dissatisfied
with shoreline laws, their preference for some other funding source is

relatively stronger. Where respondents say they prefer protecting

- individual

freedom_even. if environmental-problem. solving becomes more

"difficult, their preferred funding source is something other than the

three choices offered. The group who expresses a greater concern for
solving environmental problems even at the expense of some individual
freedom supports all three methods. This seems to say thatvwhere.solving
environmental problems is important to people, they are willing to pay

for the solutions.
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IV. EXPECTATIONS FOR FUTURE MANAGEMENT

We were interested not only in the impact the Shoreline Management
Act has had on Washington's shorelines sincé its passage 1l years ago,
but also in getting a sense of whefe shoreline management should be headed
during the 1980°'s. What are the shoreline issues that the state's citizens
feel still need attention? What shoreline resources are most important
to Washington residents? In this section we examine the direction which

seems to emerge from our findings; as well as report some new findings. ~— -

One of the first issues covered in the survey was visual access,

‘that is, being able to see the water._ As more development occurs on-
the shore, the possibility for blocked views increases. Almosf 0%
of our sample said that being able to have a view of the water was
impaortant to them. This widespreéd response for view access{was giv;n

for all geographic areas of the state, indicating support F@? future

efforts to protect views of the water. (We realize that some commungties é ;
have already addressed visual access concerns in their local shoreliﬁe

master programs.)

Physical Access

Physical access was also addressed in the survey. Citizens were
asked about the adequacy of public access to beaches, lakes, riversﬁ and
streams. Half of the sample thought there were presently enough ways to
get to the waterfront, while slightly more than a third felt there was
not enough public access. Broken down by age groups, we find that all
ages mention "enough access" more than '"not enough”; however, it is

apparent that the younger age groups are more satisfied with the amount
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of access than older groups (Table 11). .

Goals

An important indicator for the future direction of management of
state shorelines is the importance pedple place on the goals of the
Shoreline Management Act. The four goals stated in the survey were:

1. To preserve the public's opportunity to enjoy the
shorelines of the state;

2. To minimize damage to the ecology of the shoreline
—?Peasg;f' T mmr e m L an L amma T mm e e L e iinm e m R ey S et T T 2 2 1 - -

-Fa.give priority: to. new.uses: on:the shoreline. whict

- -.u~%:~aré?ﬂ§§éﬁﬂéﬁ€*onfhavxngraeé§53vtozﬁﬁéLwater;"=:f“ﬂf“

4. To encourage participation of the state's citizens
in shoreline programs and governmental performance.

Respondents were asked two separate questions about the above goals.
The fipst question asked which of the first three goals waé msst important
to the respondent. The largest group, 43%, felt the goal of minimizing
damage to the ecology of €§e‘shoreline, was mast important, while 31%
felt preserving the public*s opportunity to enjoy the shore was the
most important goal. The tﬁird goal, giving priarity to new uses which
are water-dependent, was most important to only 6% of the sample.
Many of the remainder (17%) indicated all three goals or twe of the three
goals were important to them. Differences among regions of the state
were small on this guestion. (Table 18)

Paople who chose the first or third goals as being most important
ta them were also more likely to feel that there was nat enough develooment
on the shorelines. At first glance this seems inconsistent, however, a
possible interpretation of this finding is that those who value the
>pubiic's opportunity to enjoy the shorelines most (a non-development

position) alsc felt there was not enough recreational development,
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TABLE 1B.  IMPORTANCE OF SHORELINE MANAGEMENT GOALS

. "zong the goals of the Shorsline Manageaent Act are the following: teo preserve the public's opportunity
to enjoy the shorelines of the state; o aminimize dasage to the ecology of the shoreline areas; and
to give priority to new usas on the shareline which are dependent aon having access to the water. Of these
three goals, could you pick the one which is most {aportant to you?®

REGION ABE GROUP

King  Puget  SH, East 18-24 25-3% 35-50 Sl-44
0 Sound  {cean
43 233 90 202

73 iy 242 143

: HOST IMPORTANT &0AL :

e A
. {1 B e b
To sinisize daaaqe “to e:olugy of T8 v
shorelines ; :
Bive prigrity to new uses on shore=- & | & ] 3 & I 3 7 1
line dependent on water access ! !
Al! or acre than one are igportant 17 | 18 17 19 13 ' 20 17 20 14

"Ancther goal of the Act is to encourage participation of the state’'s citizens in shoreline prograss
and governaental perforeanee. [s this goal very isportant to you, sosewhat important, or not iamportant?®

INPORTANCE QF CITIZEM PARTICIPATION
taft 790

Very isportant 45 1 44 48 39 43 42 41 i 49
" Sosewhat isportant 4 14 41 30 46 HE X 49 - 44 - 3¢
Not iaportant 1t 110 i1 4] 8 i 5 9 10 . 13
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while those who valued placing water-dependent uses on the shore most (a | :
pro-development position) thoughtitheré was not encugh of other kinds of |
" development on the shore, such as commercial or industrial (Table 18).
The implications for future management of the shorelines are that
those activities which protect and enhance the ecology of the shore
areas are more likely to garner public support.. While half the sample

thought there was enough public access to the shorelines, the goal of

preserving this access is important to a large proportion of state

VTHe second duéstion—;Qk;a ;béﬁé“aééié”EF‘EHE*s or

e

lifie Management

Act concentrated on citizen participation in local programs and

- governmental enforcement -of the Act. Fully 86% of the sample'said that
goal was eitﬁer very important or somewhat iﬁportant to them; Given
such overwhelming support for citizen involvement, the Department of

Ecology might give thought to broadening opportunities for citizen

participation in shoreline planning activities.

Priority for Shoreline Uses

As discussed earlier, a serieé of questions was asked about the rélative
priority different uses of the shoreline shauld have. Citizens were asked
to set priorities for the following uses on the shore: marinas, industrial
facilities, wildlife-natﬁral areas, public parks and facilities, shaps and
restaurants, office buildings, apartments and condominiums, fish and
shellfish farming, and agricultural activities. The highest priority was
assigned by our sample to wildlife-natural areas and public parks and

facilities. About half of our sample thought fish and shellfish farming

was a high priority use of the shoreline. At the ather end of the scale,
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low or no priority ratings were given to industrial'facilities, shops

and restaurants, office buildings, and apartments and condominiums.

Marinas and agricultural activities were ratéd more evenly across the
priority ratings (Table 7 ). It is apparent from these results that

citizens of Washington wish to see more priority given to wildlife-

park uses than commercial-industrial uses on their shoreline. These findings

cut across all age groups, lengths of residence, and waterfront ownership

—T - o cpatterms... T aere

ot R LI

“Develdpment on Shorelines

Despite the high priority given to the wildlife-park uses, almost
one<half of our sample thouéht that the amount of ¢evelopment that has
already occurred 6n state shorelines is about right, while one;third
thought that too much development has occurred on the shoreliﬁes. A
second ;uestion asked about the asppropriateness of the location of that
development which has already occurred. Two-thirds of the sample were
either mostly satisfied or felt neutral about the location of existing
development. 20%.were mostly dissatisfied with:the location of develop-
ment. The implications of these findings for future management are that
while there is general satisfaction with the de;élopmént thétrﬁés,already
occurred under and before the Shoreline Management Act, future planning
for new development should take into account the high priorities for

wildlife and public recrestional uses the public places on its shoreline

resources.

Shorelines of Statewide Significance

No matter what uses are being planned for shorelines, state residents
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overwhelmingly are willing fo have certain shorelines managed more
strictly than others if they have particular value to the whole state.
This question was asked because the Shoreline Management Act describes
"shorelines of statewide signiFicancef which are to be treated differently
than other shorelines. Enforcement of this section of the law has been
difficult. Our survey shows that there is widespread public support for
the concept of managing more significant shorelines more stringently than

other shorelines. The support is statewide, varying by only 10 percentage

they were more likely to have no opinion at all than to be opposed

(Table 19).

The questiﬁns discussed above focus on specific shorel;ne issues,
hawever, the survey also asked several general'questions in order to
assess.broader issues and philosophies. One sueh question asked pecplev
to choose which was more important to them: "protecting individﬁal
freedom even if that makes it difficult to solve environmental problems"
or "solving environmental problems evén if this makes it difficult to
maintain as much individual freedom as we now have." A neutral choice,
"having no greater concern for one than the other," was alsg offered.
Over half of our sample, 55%, were more concerned about solving environ-
mental problems even at the exbense of individual freedom. Fewer than
half that amount, 23%, were more concerned about individual freedom.

The larger group, who are generally younger, more highly educated, and
in professional occupations, is spread across the state, slthough they
are least likely to reside in Eastern.WSshingtcn. The smaller group

(concerned more with individual freedom), consisting of older citizens,

at both ends of the income scale, and less well educated, live in all

reqions of the state in relatively equal numbers (Table 16).
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TABLE 19.  MANAGEMENT OF SPECIAL SHORELINES

*4re you #illing to have certain shorelines aanaged more stringently than others if they have particular
valua to the whole state?"

REGION AGE  GROUP

Ca Saund  Gcean

King  Puget 54, Bast 118-24 15-74 35-30 Si-44  45,over
;‘_o_fﬂ 243 253 20 202

73 207 242 {83 118

by o L e ::--Z of i’
Yes | 91 B 74
No 4 {9 12
) font knaw b 4 14
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Overall Assessment of Shorelines:

Another more general questian asked for an averall assessment of
shorelines over the past ten years. Had they improved, gotten worse, aor
stayed about the same? 25% felt shorelines had improved, 22% felt they
had gotten worse, but a plurallty, 38%, felt they had stayed about the
same. People living in the Puget Sound écunties (excluding King County)

were 1% times more likely to say the shorelines had gotten worse than

that they had 1mpr0ved. How long a person has lived in Washlngton was

people in the Puget Sound counties, sees the need for improvements in
the overall management of the shoreline. The findings also point out
that this topic, whether shorelines have improved or not, is an area

where more public education is needed, perhaps focusing on building an
awareness of the pressures on the shoreline resource, how problems of

this sort are sclved, how citizens can make a difference.
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METHODOLOGY

Questionnaire Design

To help design the survey questionnaire, we felt it would first be helpful
to discuss shoreline planning issues with a variety of groupe from across
the state. A meeting was held with representatives of six groups
experienced in application of the Shoreline Management Act. These groups
represented environmental organizations, sportsmen's clubs, aduacultural

and agrlcultural lnterests, realtors and developers, and bu51nessmeno

' We held a half—day dlseu531on and Frem that meetlng developed a llSt

o e

oF toplcs to be covered in the questionnaire. In addltlon to these

topics, the Department of Ecology contract specified that the questionmaire
should consider these areas of interest: |

--level af public use of shorelines resources

--appropriate uses of the shoreline

--the public's knowledge of the Shcreline Management Act

--sUCCesses add failures of the Shoreline Management Act

--level of government appropriate for mamaging shoreline

--priority attached to funding shoreline management

--expectations for future management of shorelines

A pre-test was conducted to check the adequacy. of the first draft of

the questionnaire. This pre-test consisted of 25 telephone surveys
conducted by the project directors and the League advisory group. The
pre-test indicated that some questions were not easily understood and that
the gquestionnaire was too long. A second draft of the questionnaire was
reviewed by Dr. Don A. Dillman of Washington State University, an expert

in the field af survey research. Or. Dillman suggested several changes
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to eliminate bias in the wording of the questions. The final questionnaire,
then, was the product of diverse groups, and was fepeatedly refined to
elicit maximum information in a short time period (12-15 minutes). A copy

of the questionnaire is in Appendix E.

Sample Selection

In order to draw a statewide sample, telephone numbers were obtained fram

all telephone exchanges in use. The diverse telephone exchanges were sampled

by proportlon of county populatlon in order to approprlately dlstrlbute

some numbers would not be in service and some people would refuse to be
interviewed, 4000 numbers were generated, whifth was nearly five times
greater than the number of required interviews. O0Only residential
households were interviewed, so business and institutional phone numbers

could not be used.

Interviewer Training

This suyrvey was a statewide Leaque'oF Women Voters project and, as such,
local League units throughout the state participated by providing member
interviewers. We recruited 125 local League members as interviewers and
we required them to attend one of a series of training sessions held
during a two-week period in March and April 1983. During each training
session , we instructed the interviewers on proper administration of the
questionnaire, how to handle gquestions regarding the survey, and proper
coding of responses. We required each interviewer to complete a sample
guestionnaire during the training session which we then checked to ensure
that each questionnaire was administered in a like manner and that answers

were being properly recorded.
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Interviewing

Interviews were condu~ted during the two-week period of April 1l through

April 24, 1983.

Prior to the beginning of interviewing, the local League units issued press
releases to their local media announcing the survey (see Appendix
Interviewers conducted their interviews at different times of the day and

evening, as well as an "eekends in arder to abtain a broad cross-section

tizen:

s—A-total of 806_interviews were-cbtained during this two-week .

.- Ll LT - Lo e . = e e Tl DI
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Coding

‘After completing the interview, the interviewers forwarded the completed
questionnaires to the project directors Fof review aof accuracy, verification,
and coding. The questionnaire consisted of both fixed response and open
response questions. The fixed response questions gave a series of choices
from which the respondent chose one or more answers. The open response
questians did not limit the respondent's range of responses:  After B
we received 100 questionnaires, we prepared a list of responses to the

cﬁen response questions and we grouped similar answers into-categories.
These categories allowed us to code all the open respaonse questions into

a form compatible with computer entry. See Appendix D for the contents

of the Code Book.

Data Entrx

Coded data from the 806 questiomnaires were keypunched onta a tape
suitable for computer entry. The data were double punched in arder to

3assure accuracye.
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Data Processing

Computer processing of the survey data was handled through facilities at
The Evergreen State College, using the Statisticgl Package for the Sotial
Sciences (SPSS) Program.

Control cards (variable names, value labels, etc.) had been previously
entered and sample runs made on the pre-test data to check the file for
accuracy. Verification of the accuracy of keypunching and coding cperations

— was accomplished througprgfyiggg} chegk of a data print, with corrections

An initial run on the data.established frequencies -~ a count of responses
given for each category of each question. Based on an examination of these
results, the continuous variables for a respondent's age and length of
state residency were grouped into logical cétegoriesf Later, other
values were reqrouped, or new variables created, to provide meaningful

. comparisons. One such example was the formation of qur regions from
the separate counties, with comparable population and similar shtrelines

characteristics.

The first data runs also compared characteristics of .the sample ta known
characteristics of the state's population (see Appendix for these

results).

Further analysis of the data continued through cross-tabulations to look
for differences in response patterns among different subgroups of the
sample. Application of statistical tests such as chi square and gamma
aided in determining significance of the relationships revealed by the

cross-tabulations.
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RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE SAMPLE

The description which was bresented of the sample population in
Chapter II refers to a degree of assurance that the findings represent
the true population of Washington residents 18 years old and older. We
stated that the survey sample of 800 interviews offers results that are
at least 95% reliable, with a sampling error of + 4%. There are additional
aspects of reliability and validity, however, which this section will

address.

Content Valld1§y.;1Were the rlght questlons 1ncluded xn the

S et T o q.‘-_,.._—-____._«._, ._.,.._5 PR LN ram s

gy talking w1th people durlng the questlonnalre “planning

questlonnalre .

phase who are familiar with a broad range of shoreline management issues,

our aim was to accurately represent in the interview as many of those
issues as possible. By using the telephone methad of intervieQinq,

the depth of response was not as great as it would have been had we used
face-to~-face or mailed-in interviews. An attempt was made to introduce
more variety and depth to this telephone survey by including a large
number of open-response questions, rather than limiting responses to the
researchers’ choices. |

Bias in Question Wording. Careful attention was given to the way

questions were worded in order to present each issue in as neutral a
manner as possible, to avoid emotion-~laden terms, and to provide consistency
in format.

Bias in Sampling Method. Although high response rates in telephane

sampling can be easily achieved, and random digit dialing reaches a higher
proportion of the population than telephone directory sampling, the fact

that telephanes are not present in every Washington household, and do not



represent equal populations in each household that does have a phone,
inherently biases the sample. Undgrrepresented groups are those that
are low-income (less likely to own a pﬁone) and young people (more mobile,
or sharing a phone with family or housemates). -Moreover, survey research
indicates that women are likely to be.overrepresentéd because they
answer phones more often than men.

These known risks do not necessarily make telephone sampling less

valid; the bias is often well within sampling error when results are

'~--—~ccmpared w1éh~kﬁewn—ehafaetef&s%ies—eﬁ'%he—ﬁepu&at&enT——Wewhave—made Sy

L L e,

out in the text, places where 1nterpretat10ns must be made Jud1c10usly

because of potential bias. The overrepresentation of women in this
sample is acknawledged; comparisons af this bias on selected issues
appear in Table 20 which compares actual results with hypothegical,
weighted results. We do not believe this sample variability introduces
significant bias into the resulting data because of the high number of
guestions where there were no significant differences of opinion between
males and females. In the few instances where significant differences
do appear (Familiaritvaith the Shoreline Management Act, preference far
a level of government to manage shorelines, qualities detracting from

shore visits), the findings are weighted to match the true population.



TABLE 20, COMPARISON OF SAMPLE AﬁD WEIGHTED PERCENTABES FOR

SELECTED ISSUES, BASED ON SEX

[SSUE PERCENTAGES COMPARED ACTUAL SAMFLE NEIEHTED
Y Men % Women 1 Nen I Mosen
Freguency of visits Visit aloest daily _ < 414 38.4 33.8 4.2
£ Yisit once a year 32.3 57,39 44,2 55.8

— -903L1t1&5~that~att:act_.___.~.___. — Recreation/activities availale 368 slb 893 807
T Beauty and scenery . TR = |
""_cél!z Dea;gfggggss —

‘
vl

¢
i
b

s

Iaportance of visual access Very or somewhat iaportant | 38.2 63.8 9.4 63,7

L] &

Familiarity with Sharsline Yaguely fasiliar MR 63.4 48, 5i.2

Hanagement Act & Somewhat or very familiar 0.9 30.0 82,2 - 3.8

% Never heard of it 28.4 72.5 37.3 2.7

Host isportant goal Public cpportunity to emjoy shorelines 38.2 82,2 49.0 51,0

Hinimize scalogical dasage to sharelines 12.4 44,5 44,4 59,8

First priority between protecting Protect individual freedem, tho environsental 38,35 61.9 30.8 8.2
fresdom ar soving efiviron. probless " problams sore difficult to selve

Solve environaental probless aven if it seans 386 84,4 To7 32.3

‘7= limiting individual freedem

Hanaging special shorelines Yes, aanage @are stringently 1.9 428 8.6 S5l
Chaice for lead role in # Prefer state aver local governsent ) $2.2 ‘5654 - 35,2 44.8
shoreline aanagesent : # Prafer -local over state governsent 3.7 67.5 8.7 36,3
Qverall assessaent # Shorelines have stayed same 41.4 38.4 34.4 45.8
Shorelines have ispraved 38.8 bd.7 47.0 §3.0

Fthancznq asthad New revenue source 34.4 5%.4 33.4 1.8

# differences between gen and women are greatsr than asount whick can be attributed to chance alane
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SCHEDULE FOR TRAINING SESSIONS
League of Women Voters Shorelines Public Perception Survey

DATE CITY TIME MEETING LOCATION __  INTERVIEWERS
MARCH 28 Monday Vancouver 7 pm Jane Ybung's home Clark Co LWV
-401 Santa Fe Drive
) 29 Tues Richland 12 noon Rita Mazur's home Benton-Franklin,
2332 Ferndale Walla Walla Lwvs
29 Tues Pullman 7:38 pn  Lenna Harding's home LWV Pullman

NE 1105 myrtle

== B R Lnelén

WY Wenatchee

(dlnner)

Kittitas Valley
Yakima Co.

31 Thurs 1:30 pm Public Library
.3rd and Ruby

meeting room

Ellensburg

APRIL 4 Monday Bellevue 7215 pm 1008 ONB Plaza
T 188068 NE 8th

(Mr. Matsen'’s office)

Lk. Wash. East

5 Tues Everett 16 am Room 312 Snohomish Co.
Everett Comm Coll Bell-Whatcom Co
brown bag lunch Skaqgit Co. UAL

Camano Isl. UAL
Whidbey Isl. UAL

6 Wed Tacoma 12 noon 782 Broadway Tac-Pierce LW
(LW office) Kitsap Co LWV
brown bag lunch North Mason UAL

7 Thurs Olympia 9 am Public Library Thurston Co
E 8th & Franklin Grays Harbor
meeting room

11 Mon Seattle 9:30 am* 1402 18th Av Seattle LWV
{(LWwV office)

* This is a change from the previously discussed 10 am

Clallam Co and King County South leagues had not yet decided which session to

attend at this writing
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF WASHINGTON

SHORELINES PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

co-directors:
JEANNE L. KOENINGS : , 28 March 1983

B A 9801 For Further Information Contact:

{206) 786-8798

NANCY H. PEARSON Nancy Pearseon, (206)582-3543
6708 Bridgeport Way, W. Jeanne Xoenings, (20 é 736~8788
r

ggg'g;ég&fa”"ﬁ" League Coordmator- etchen Starke, 892-8617(H) (5(23)221-6373 (W)

advisors:
LEE CARPENTER . ‘ .
6224 164th Ave, SE Press Release For Immediate Release
Issaquah, WA 98027

KARA KONDO

Vakima. WA 9801 PUBLIC OPINION SOUGHT ON SHORELINE ISSUES

BETTY TABBUTT

3231 Cove Lane NW_ . . _“.—EUbLLC—Opl-ﬂ—LOWCQHGefnlng Washmqton s—lake,—r—i—verraﬂd—ccastaim Sy

Oivmpm WA') '

--.-f—conEract ﬁo: t:'ie sEate Department of- ég;}:;y; Accordmg tcr Gretchén =
Starke, Coordlnator for the Clark County League of Women Voters,
"ve will be telephoning people during the second and third weeks of
April as part of a statewide public opinion poll. The Department
of Ecology wants to know how people in Washingten feel about our
shorelines, what issues concern them about shorelines.”

-
The survey is part of an evaluation of the Shoreline Management
Act, passed eleven years ago as a result of a citizen initiative.
Local League units throughout the state are participating in the
© survey and will be contacting citizens in the random sample survey.

Eight hundred (80f1) interviews will be conducted statewide to
determine how often people visit a shoreline, what they do there,
how satisfied they are with shoreline laws and governmental
enforcement of them, and how satisfied they are with the amount and
location of development on the shorelines. )

Results of the survey will be released in mid-sumnmer.
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SHORELINES PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

Frequencies and Percentaqges

of Responses

1l. I'd like to begin by asking whether you go to lakes, rivers, or other
shoreline areas in Washington

Frequency Percentage

Once a year 77 9.6%
T T T Severai‘tlmes‘a“yeaf““—“fi““?T“‘t:;t———- ..388 48,1 e
L ot e e . .Once -a-month._or. more.~_. - - 4 _ 233 - )
=T :-Almost dally-»«-;:::ga,;;;; [ &

NGEHE51 T = " ey | s SOt eutt] Bt
Don't know

2. Do you most often go to a

. Lake - ® 232 28.8 .
River or stream 131 16.3
Puget Sound 208 25.8
The Ocean 86 10.7
. * Lakes and Rivers 22 2.7
Puget Sound and Ocean 6 o7
Puget Sound and Lakes 27 3.3
All equally or some other combo. 42 5.2
N/A (skipped) 44 5.5

3. I'm going to read a list of things people often do at the shore. Would
you tell me whether you do them frequently when you go to the shore?

Work-related activities : 45 5.6
Fish 384 47.6
Boat 337 41.8
Dig clams ’ 238 29.5
Swim _ 370 45.9
Camp 352 43,7
Observe nature 583 72.3
Some other activity 289 39.9

- Don't know



Besides the activities we do there, there are many qualities that attract T

people to the shares of Washington.

4. What draws you to visit the shoreline? (Two answers coded.) (open-ended) |

Beauty, scenery

fluiet, peacefulness, calm

Like the water

Nature

Recreation/activities available
Human attractions

Get away

The atmosphere there

ist choite

194
142
82
85
99
22
45
74

- - Dan't- know:

B _Ltl R et e T , == -
49 a8 (Listed dily

2nd choice |

48

63 \
32 |
44 |
36 ;
10 |
26 :
6l

" “ho~answer)

3. 0On the other hand, there may be some things that detract from your enjoyment
of the shoreline. From your o"n experience, what, if anything, bothers you the

most when you visit the shore? (open-ended)

Litter

Crowds

-Water quality
Abuse of site
Noise
Development
Something else
Nothing

Don't know

299
107
44
52
25
28
70
100
13

53
17
27
39
15
12
31
22

2

6. Some people seldom visit a shoreline for recreation or work, but laok
at.it often., How gften do you see a sh“reline?

Daily
Weekly
Monthly
Once or twice a year
Never
- Don't know

Frequency Percentage

415
155
134
84
13

51.5
19.2

1s.

6

10.4

l‘

6

7. How important is it to you to be able to have a view of the water?

Very important
Somewhat important
Not important
Don't knaw

472
240
91

58.
29.
11.

W o O



8. Do you feel there is enough or not enough public access to beaches;
lakes, rivers and streams? :

Enough ' 408 50.6
Not enough 309 38.3
Don't know _ 88 10.9

9. In situations where there are problems with the use of the shoreline,
citizens often look to law or government to resolve them. This happened
in Washington 10 or 12 years ago. I'd like to know to what extent you are
satisfied or dissatisfied #ith the present laws governing the uses of
Washington's shorelines.

Mostly satisfied ' , 318 39.5

Most -dissatisfied 14.6

Neither one nor'th 2.2 T
- A2:2 0T

10, Both state and local governments carry out these laws. wavsatlsfléa..
or dissatisfied would you say you are with governmental enforcement of
state shoreline laws?

Mostly satisfied 302 37.5
Mostly dissatisfied : 153 "1%.0
Neither one nor the ather. ‘ 185 23.0
Don't know 164 20.3

1ll. The principal law gaoverning Washington shorelines was adapted by the
voters in 1972 following a citizen initiative. It is called the Shoreline
Management Act. Would you say that you have never heard of it, are vaquely
familiar with it, some®hat familiar with it, or are very familiar with it?

Never heard of it (skip to Q. 13) 237 29.4 -
Vaguely familiar with it (skip to Q. 13) “355 - 44,0 -
Somewhat familiar 185 20.5
Very familiar . 40 . 5.0
Don't knaw 9 1.1

;gc What part of the Act have you heard the most about? {(open - ended)

Restrictions on development 76 9.4
Permits 13 1.6
Specific case mentioned . 10 1.2
Access é o7
Something else 44 5.5

2.2

Confused with other laws 139

The next several questions are about this shoreline law, whether you are |
familiar "ith it or not. |
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Among the goals of the Shoreline Management Act-are the following: to
preserve the publlic's opportunity to enjoy the shorelines of the state;

to minimize damage to the ecolagy of the shoreline areas; and to give
priority to new uses on the shoreline which are dependent on having access
to the water. :

13. Of these three goals, could yBu pick the one which is most important ‘

to you? .‘
Preserve public's opportunity to enjoy - 254 31.5 |
Minimize damage to ecology 349 43.3 |
Priority to new water-dependent uses 49 6.1
All are important to me 137 17.0
None are important to me 7 .9
Dan't know 9 1.1

' 1&._ Another goal of‘the_Act.ls ta encourage‘partlclpatlon oF the state s'
:cztxzens.1n—shore11ne~proqrams and’ ‘governmental: pe:fgrmancel__ls thls“gnal

IS E T ery  important to~you, somewhat importarit; or AGt impoFtant?

Very important 352 43.5
Somewhat important 346 42.9
Net important ' 89 11.0
Don't know 19 2.4

The Shoreline Management Act was adopted primarily t8 control future uses

of lake, river, and coastal shorelines, but different pecple have different
ideas on how the shoreline areas of our state should be used. ' I'm going

to read you a list of possible uses of the shore, then ask "hether, in your
opinion, these uses have a high, medium, or low priority, or no priority at all.

Percentages only
§

High Medium Low No priority Don't Know

15. Marinas 25.2 44,5 23.3 5.3 1.5
16. Industrial facilities 10.2 23.81 40.8 22.7 2.2
17. Wildlife-natural areas 82.4 14.3 2.5 0.2 0.6
18. Public parks and facilities 69.7 24.9 3.6 0.9 0.7
19. Shops & restaurants 6.3 34.5 44,2 14.6 0.2
20. QOffice buildings 1.2 6.1 50.0 41.6 0.9
21. Apartments & condominiums 2.9 15.9 47.3 33.0 0.7
22. Fish & shellfish farming 49.0 35.0 9.0 2.6 3.8
23. Agricultural activities, 23.1 35.7 28.3 9.2 3.2

such as grazing & growing

crops
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24. Where sharelines are already developed, they are mostly used for
residences, businesses, industry, or recreation. I'd like to ask next if
you think the amount of development that has occurred on state shorelines is

Too little ' 51 6.3
About right 366 45.4
Too much 288 35.7
Dan't know 100 12.4

25. Now I'd like to know to what extent you are satisfied or dissatisfied
with the location of development that has already occurred on the shorelines?
Are you

Mostly satisfied 282 35.0
Mostly dissatisfied ___ﬁ}SB

.~ ° . Neither one ndr the other - - =~ = 266
i w:ff”‘wDon tﬂknow Il LT = 99:-

' New developments and act1v1t1es on the shorellnes may _ requ1re.a permlt
under the Shoreline Management Att. : -

26. Have yuu ever spplied for a shoreline permit?

Yes . 33 a1
No (skip to Q. 29) 771 95.7
Don't know

27. Would you consider your experience with the permit process

Satisfactory 14

Unsatisfactory 13 1:;
Neither one nor the other 4 .5
Don't know 1 R
N/A (skipped) : 774

28. In what way was your experience unsatisfactory?

See list on page £-11



;1”———f“*”j‘BB““‘Samé*ﬁeople nave suggeéted‘that protectlng‘the puincls -interest 1n the o~
- environment: may . require.more.government-activity~=0thet-people feel thig: -
~ Which—of" the following stotements best fits -

In addition to uses of our state's shorelines, a very important question is

the responsibility government should have in attempting to achieve goals
like the ones we talked about earlier.

29. Who should have the major responsibility for managing the shorelines in

your opinion?

Federal government 46 5.7%
State government 115 | 14.3
Local government 108 13.4
State and local government 22¢9 28.4
All three governments 66 8.2
State and federal governments ' 34 4.2
Owners and the government 104 12.9
Owners of the property 86 10.7

Don't Know

== fhrestens -individual- Freedoms:

your opinion?

I am more concerned about protecting 185 23.0
individual freedom even if that makes
it difficult to solve environmental

problems.

I am more concerned about solving 44} 54,7
environmental problems even if this

makes it difficult to maintain as much

individual freedom as we now have.

. [ have no greater concern for one than 151 18.7
the other.
Don't kno" 28 3.5

31l. Are you willing to have certain shorelines managed more stringely than
others if they have particular value to the whole state?

Yes
No
Don't know

32. At some time in the future, if government takes on greater responsibility
Ffor the shorelines, would y~u prefer to have state or 1:cal government take the

stronger role?

State government
Local government
Don't know

693 86.0
63 7.8
10 A 6.2

351 43.5
397 49.3
51 6.3
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33. Whichever level of government has the greater responsibility, ho% should
their efforts be financed?

By taking funds away from other areas 88 10.9
(Skip to Q. 36) 70 8.7
By infreasing existing taxes (Skip to Q. 35) 478 59.3
By finding new sources of revenue 79 9.8
Some other means
Status quo 10 1.2
Don't kno" 80 9.9

34. Can you name a possible neW source?

N/A

User fee

e e e —--Lottery R
. .. . . _Intome tax T

L Eito s oeeeiBoak tax o

(UL, gy Bl ey 2
FYULUNTLOT L CV ULl U

Tax polluters
Something else
Don't knigw

35, Which tax would yYu prefer to see increased?

N/A ' 732 90.8
Sales 15 1.9
Tobacco, liquor 7 2
Property T 16 2.0
Bonds ) 6 od
Other 11 1.4
Don't know . 17 - 2.1
36. Do you have a particular area or activity in mind?
N/A 720 . 89.3
Waste in government 22 2.7
Defense/military 8 1.0
Welfare 8 1.0
Department of Transportation/ferries 5 .6
Other 3 <4
Don't know 40 5.0

37. We've asked you about a lot of different aspects of Washington's lakes,
rivers and coastal shorelines. NoW, averall, during the past ten years do
vyou believe these shorelines have

Improved 201 24.9
Gotten worse (Skip to Q. 39): 178 22,1
Stayed about the same (Skip to Q. 40) 309 38.3
Both better and warse & 0.7

Don't knoW . 110 13.6



LA -Eitter . ..o

38. How have the shorelines improved?

N/A - 616 76.4
Cleaner 47 5.8
Water quality . 20 2.5
More concern/awareness 10 1.2
Development restri-tions 13 1.6
Maintenance ‘ 20 2.5
Facilities 44 5.5
Access 19 2.4
Don't know 10 1.2

39. How have the shorelines gotten worse?

N/A 623 77.3
. T ,—-—UVEFdEVEIDPment CTITTTITTTILUIT L e e ¥ A T T I el
--—_'Polluted water_ .7 TR T T - :

T Overuse, ‘abuse——- - -
Maintenance poorer
Something else

Finally, I'd like to ask you a few questions- about yourself that will help
with the statistital analysis. i

40. Do you own waterfront property?

Yes 119 14.8

No (Skip to Q. 42) 686 85.1
41. Do you live on that property?
. N/A 681 84.5 N
Yes, year round 48 6.0
Yes, part of the year : 24 3.0
Ne 53 6.6

42, How manyvyears have you been a résident of Washington State?

D-5 - 82 10.2
6-10 i 79 9.8
11-20 128 15.9
21-30 157 19.5
31-40 . 166 20.6
41-5%0 77 9.6
Over S50 116 14.4

43, How old are you?

18-24 73 9.1
25-34 210 26.1
35-50 244 30.3
51-64 . 145 18.0
65 aor older 124 15.4
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44. What is the last year of schooling you completed?

Less than high school 64 7.9
High school , 236 29.3
Some college/business/vacational 257 31.8
 College graduate : 144 17.9
Post-graduate 96 11.9
Refused 8 1.0
45. What is your business or occupation?
Executive, managerial 39 4.9
Professional 112 14.1
White collar 163 20.7
- Service — S e _»;:;—ﬂQ‘————~«6T2-_5f;“v;‘-

o ~ Fishery,. Agrlculfure,. I-orestry
‘ “““-f-*—»Blue~Cnllar‘a~—-~ s f:frm-»

s HEmemaker e
Student
Retired
Unemployed, disabled

46. Which category best describes vour approximate Famlly income, before
taxes, for the last year?

Under $10,000 109 13.5
$10-19,000 177 22.0
$20-29,000 211 26.2
$30-49,000 ' 154 19.1
$50,000 .or over 78 9.7
Refused 50 6.2
Don’t knoW 24 3.0
47. Record Respondent's sex: N
Male 294 36.5
Female 503 62.4

No answer 9 1.1
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SHORELINES PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

INTERVIEWER
LOCAL LEAGUE
DATE

PHONE NUMBER CALLED

COUNTY CODE

{ INTERVIEWER: ALL CAPITAL LETTERS INDICATE INSTRUCTIONS TO YOU AND ARE NOT
TO BE READ TO THE RESPONDENT,

YOU MAY VARY THE FOLLOWING INTRODUCTION SLIGHTLY, HOWEVER, YOU MUST DETERMINE

IF THE PHOME NUMBER CALLED IS A RESIDENCE. SINCE WE ARE NUT INTERVIEWING -
-BUSINESSES? "AND IF THE. RESPONDENT IS -A-RESIDENT OF WASHINGTON AND: 18- YEARS -

'?—-~»——~“€EB:BEfBEDER —TH —PERSQN4¥QB—ARE¥SPEAK{NG'TQ—IS NOT . A-RE RESIBEN¥~GF'WASHENGTBN5‘

OR IS UNDER 1B, ASK TO SPEAK TO SOMEONE ELSE WHO IS A RESIDENT OR WHD IS
18 OR OLDER.

WHEN YOU RECORD THE ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS, CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE RESPONSE.)

Hello, this is of the League of Women Voters. We are
doing a public opinion survey of Washington residents to find ocut how people
feel about the state's shorelines which include lakes and rivers, as well as
saltwater areas. The questions I need to ask take about 10 minutes. Is this
a convenient time for my call? (IF NOT, ARRANGE A CALLBACK TIME.)

1. I'd like to begin by asking whether you go to lakes, rivers, or other
shoreline areas in Washington

l....0nce a year

2....5everal times a year
3....0nce a month or more
4....Almost daily

5....Not at all (SKIP TO Q. &)
9....00N'T KNOW

2. Do you most often go to a

l....Lake

2....River or stream
3....Puget Sound
4,...The Qcean
9....DON'T KNOW

comMt
ct

Res
1=4
seg
cc
5.6




-2-

3. I'm going to read a list of things people offten do at the share.
Would you tell me whether you do them freguently when you go to
the shore? (INT.: PAUSE FOR EACH ITEM,)

l....Work-related activities

2....Fish

3....80at

a.,.,0ig clams

S5eee.Swim

6....Camp

7....0bserve nature

8....50me other activity (SPECIFY) gee attach
9....D0N'T KNOW '

~—Bes 1des—the activities—we do~thegg—_there—ace many_gualltl Qatr___

HAS DIFFICULT TIME.
EX.: Can you think of
any qualities at all?)

9....DON'T KNOW

5. 0On the other hand, there may be some things that detract from vour
en joyment of the shoreline. From your own experience, what, if
anything, bothers you the mast when you visit the shore?

B8....NOCTHING
9....DON'T KNOW

6. Some people seldom visit a shoreline for recreation or wark. hut
look at it often. How often do vou see a shoreline?

'—’ "~ l....Daily

2....Weekly
- —= 3....Manthly

4....0nce ar twice a year
- — S....Never

9....D0N'T KNOW

7. pr important is it to you to be able to have a view of the water?
1....Very impartant
- 2.,.,..50mewhat important

3....Not impartant
o = 9. .. .DON'T KNOW

£-2
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A. Da vau feel there is enough or not enough public access to beaches,
. lakes, rivers and streams?

1....ENQUGH
2....NOT ENGUGH
9....DON'T KNOW

9. In situations where there are problems with the use of the shoreline,
citizens often lonk to law or gavernment to resolve them. This
happened in Washington 10 or 12 years ago. I'd like to know to what
extent vou are satisfied aor dissatisfied with the present laws
governing the uses of Washington's shorelines.

l....Mostly satisfied
3,a,.Most1y dissatisfied

—— _ Z+~..Neither-one—nor-the-gther ...~ —= ==~ s
N _v _-___‘;<.-..’ V . T >—.QI‘00N'T KNO‘q ) PN 'ﬂj_. T o ”

ar dlssatlsfled would you say you are with governmental enfarcement of
state shoreline laws?

l....Mnstly satisfied
*3....'\nstly dissatisfied o
2....Neither one nor the other ' - —
Goo. DON'T KNOW

11. The principal law governing Washington shorelines was adapted by the
voters in 1972 following a citizen initiative. It is called the
Shoreline Management Act. Would you say that vou have never heard of
it, are vaguely familiar with it, somewhat familiar with it, or are
verv familiar with it?

l....NEVER HEARD OF IT
Z....YAGUELY FAMILIAR
g3, .., SUMEWHAT FAMILIAR
e &, o o VERY FAMILIAR
9,...00M'T KNOW

bemeed]?2. What part aof the Act have vou heard the mast about®
{INT.: PROBE, SUCH 45 "Can you think of anvthing at
all that you've heard about it™®

«DON'T KNOW

%
The mext several questioms are gbout this shoreline law. whether vou are
Familiar with It ar not.

E-3
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Among the goals of the Shoreline Management Act are the following: to
preserve the public's opportunity to enjoy the shorelines of the state;
to minimize damage to the ecology of the shoreline areas: and to give
priority to new uses on the shoreline which are dependent on having
access to the water.

[N

13. Of these three goals, could you nick the one which is most important
to you? —

l....To preserve public's opportunity to enjoy shorelines ] .
2....To minimize damage to the ecology of the shareline at%%ﬂ“”.
..To give priority to nme" uses on shoreline which are
dependent on having access tao the water
4....ALL ARE IMPORTANT T0O ME
S....NONE ARE. IMPORTANT TO ME

u Ld .-.;QON' \LK!\‘!Q!"‘L o i A RTEIT N LITANTTAL SEIT LW T IT L UL L YT OIUIMmLILSL LoS L0l

R 2 S )| _n'Efthe.Act is= ta- enccuraq_ﬁpartle4net19n~of the ste;“_u
- -—extxzens~in<sharellne pregrams -and-governmental- performance: -Is tHis™
goal very impartant to you, somewhat important, or not important?

l....VERY IMPORTANT o
2....SOMEMHAT IMPORTANT
3. .. NOT IMPORTANT
?....DON'T KNOW

Tne storeline Management Act was adopted primarily to cantrol future uses
aof lake, river, and coastal shorelines, but different people have different
ideas on how the shoreline areas of our state should be used. I'm going

to read you a list of possible uses of the shore, then ask whether, in your
opinion, these uses have a high, medlum, or low priority, or ne priority

at all.
! No priority l
— . High Medium Low at all oK

15. Marinas ‘ g 2 3 b _2; _
16. Industrial facilities 1 2 3 b 9 (-
17. Wildlife-natural areas A 2 3 b .9 .
18. Public parks and facilities . 2 3 4 2 ¢
12. Shops and r=staurants i 2 3 b S b
20. DFFice.buildinqs 1 2 3 4 2 __
21l. Apartments 4 condominiums 1 2 3 4 9 _

iy 22. Fish & shellfish fFarming A 2 3 4 9 !
23. Agricultural activities, such 1 2 3 4 9 _

as qrazing & growing crops




S

24, Where shorelines are already developed, they are mostly used for
residences, businesses, industry, or recreation. I'd like to ask
next if you think the amount of development that has occurred on
state shorelines is

1....Too little
2....About right
3....700 much

9... . 00N'T KNOW

25, ANow I'd like to know to what extent you are satisfied or dissatisfied
with the location of development that has already accurred on the
shorelines? Are you

B ;ilé§;onstl§féaiig?ied:f;ﬂfi:
7 Jsew Mostly.dissatisfied.-

ol LBy .
Lo oo 019G d kel

9¢BB¢DUN'T KNDw

New developments and activities on the shorelines may require a permit
under the Shoreline Management Act.

26. Have you ever applied for a shoreline permit?

e 1 . ... YES
2....NO (SKIP TO Q. 29)
9....DON'T KNOW

-

-L=-—-~¥§-27, Would you consider your experience with
the permit process

l....5atisfactory (SKIP TQ Q. 29)
—3....Unsatisfactory —
2....Neither one nor the other (SKIP T0 0.29)
9....00N'T KNOW

b} 28, In what way was your

experience unsatisfactory?

£
™

9....00N'T KNOW
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In addition to uses of our state's shorelines, a very important gquestion is
the responsibility government should have in attempting to achieve goals
like the ones we talked about earlier.

29.

:Q~,_Some people have squested\that protecting:t e?publlc

Who should have the major responsibility for managing the shorelines

in your opinion?

l....Federal government

2....5tate government

3....Local government

4..,.Combination of government levels (SPECIFY)

8....0uwners oF the property
_f?....DUN'T KNOW s —_—

3.

32.

T—FhHe-enviponment may- require more-government activ1ty$'f0ther peoﬁ]e
feel this threatens individual freedoms. Which of the following
statements best fits your opinion?

l....I am more concerned about protecting individual
freadom even if that makes it difficult to salve
. environmental problems.
2....] am more concerned about solving environmental
problems even if this makes it difficult tc maintain
as much individual freedom as we now have.

3....1 have no greater concern for one than the other.
9....DON'T KNOW

Are youy willing to have certain shorelines managed more stringently
than others if theyvy have particular value to the whole state?

1....YES
Znoo.NU :
9....DON'T KNOW

At some time in the future, if government takes on greater
responsibility for the shorelines, would you prefer to have state
or local government take the stronger role?

1....STATE GOVERNMENT
2....LOCAL GOVERNMENT
9....DON'T KNOW

X

|
see \
attactu®

a5

47

48
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wWhichever level aof gavernment has the greater respansibility, how should
their effarts be fimanced? (INT,: READ RESPONSES 1 THROUGH 4.)

l....By taking funds away from other areas

or activities (SKIP TO Q. 36)
e 2, . . By increasing existing taxes (SKIP TO Q. 35)
e 3...,.8y finding new sources of revenue
4....50me other means (SPECIFY)

(SKIP TQ Q. 37}

9....D0N'T KNOW (SKIP 10 Q. 377

Can you name a possible new source ?

[id

see

Ferer-ty-See trcreasedr

9....00N'T KNOW

¢

. Lo
3 Do you have a particular area or activity in mind?

9. ...00N'T KNOW

We've asked you about a lot of different aspects of YWashington's

lakes, rivers and coastal shorelimes. Now, overall, during the past
ten vears do vou believe these shorelines have

preee 1 ., , . Imoroved

2....Gotten worse (SKIP TO Q. 39)
3....Stayed about the same (SKIP TO 1. 40)
9....D0N'T -KNOW

b 38,

How have the sharelines improved?

(SKIP TO N. a0

9....00N'T KNOW

S Y

Haow have the shorelines gottern worse”

9....DON'T KNQW
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Finally, I'd like to ask you a few questions about yourself that will
help with the statistical analysis.

40. Do you own waterfront property?

l--;-YES
2....NO (SKIP TO Q. 42)

8....REFUSED
9....D0ON'T KNQW

4. Do you live on that property?

l....YES, YEAR ROUND
2....YES, PART OF THE YEAR
3....NO

....DON'T KNOW ,,jTNNﬂm__,- '

L*

56

e e e e T i T e e e 1

8. ...REFUSED

43, How old are you?

‘8....REFUSED
44, What is the last year of schooling you completed?

l....Less than high school

2....High school

3....50me college/bu51ness/vocat10nal school
4....College graduate

5....Post-graduate

8....REFUSED

45, What is vour business or occupation? (INT.: PROBE FOR COMPLETE ANSWER.)

7....RETIRED (SPECIFY FORMER
BUSINESS QR 4cCC.)

- 8....REFUSED

44. Which category best describes your approximate family income,
before taxes, for the last vear?

l....Under $10,000
.e..510-19,000

3,...520-29,000

4...,%$30-49,000 .

5....550,000 or aver ‘

8....REFUSED !

9....DON'T KNOW

['d like to thank you very much for sharing your opinions today.
47. RECORD RESPONDENT'S SEX: (INT.: DO NOT READ THIS TQ RESPONDENT,)
1....MALE 2....FEMALE

6(1-61

see
attach:
&3-64

65

66
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Coding Boak

Q. 2 responses:

L....Lake

2....River or stream

3....Puget Sound

4....0cean

5....Lakes and rivers

6....Puget Sound and acean

7....Lakes and Puget Sound

8....50ome other combination or
1-4 equally

9....0on't know

Q 4 reAQUnses.‘__f .

Q. 3(8) responses:

_t_.ﬂa,S_responses;w_m

l....Land sports
2....Water sports
3....Passive recreation
4....50cial activities
5....Nature interaction
6....Hobby
7....Walking/hiking

P e gﬂds e

2....calming Feellngs

3....water (waves, tides, running water)

4....nature, outdoors (beach, wildlife,
fish, clams, driftwood)

5....recreation/activities availasble

6....visual enjoyment/human attractions
(watching peale, boats, pienics)

7....Get-away

8....Atmogphere

9....Don't know

Q. 12 responses:

1....access

2....construction restrictions/
regulated -uses

3....permit process

4....vegulations not within SMA

5....5pecific case mentioned

6....ather

1. 28 responses:
0....Skipped

1....no response
2....TESPONSE

E-9

3....water quality (011 spllls, weeds,
trash in water)

4....driving on beach, abuse of site/
vandallsm/drlnklng/horses on bheact

5....n0ise

6....commercialism, overdevelopment, si

7....0ther

8....nothing

Fa00.don’t knod

Q. 13 resg_nse.

Add to 4....811 or more than one

rm———

Q. 29 responses:

l....federal or federal/anything else
else except state

2....5tate

3cee.local

4....state/local

5....all three governments

6....federa/state

7....0wners and any government

8.0 0WNETS

9....don‘t know



Q. 33 responses: Q. 34 responses:

4....some other means (unspecified) ‘ l....user fee
5....5tatus quo, no more taxes 2....income tax
3....boat tax

4....volunteer effort/fund drives
5....lottery
6....taxing polluters
7....0ther
Q. 35 responses: Q. 36 responses:
l....sales tax 1l....waste in government
2....cigarette and liquor 2....military/defense
. 3....property tax _ 3....welfare
Co - ) '. | a;—:'. .bonds e e T S T e teara . .-4.‘" o oDUT/fEI‘ ieS «7 A e emeii e S s - emagiemenre—nite oz 3Rt

»other

J. 37 responses: . 38 responses: .
lee..improved l....cleaner

2....gotten worse 2....improved water quality
3....stayed the same 3....improved public awareness/concern
4....both improved and gotten worse 4.,..restrictions on development
9....don't knotW 5....improved maintenance

6....more public parks, better facilities
7....improved access
8....0ther

Q. 39 responses:

l....overdevelopment
2....dirty, polluted water
3....1itter

" 4,...0veruse (crowds/abuse)
5...:poor maintenance
6....0ther
9....don't know

Q. 45 responses:

g00....not answered

01....executive, administrative, and managerial
02....professional specialties

03....technical, sales, and administrative support (white collar)
04....service

05....agricultural, forestry, marine, and fishing
06....precision production, craft, and repair (blue collar)
07....operators, fabricators, and laborers (blue collar)
08....refused

g0%....homemsker

11....student

20....retired, unspecified former occupation

21 through 27....retired, occupation is coded in second column
28....unemployed, disabled

29....ather
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Specific Responses to

Selected Questions

Specifie Sites Mentioned:

Q. 12:

Cherry Point .
Clallam County court case

DuPont-Weyerhaeuser Case

Lake Chelan as the origin of SMA

CBI ‘case

Lake~Vanceuver-~-{;;

: En ".‘E"’""' e LT

Twin Iakes (SnoRomish Cbunty)
Lake Union, Lake Washington, San Juans
Crow's Butte at Plymouth

"State takeover at Ruby Beach destroyed it"

Quotes from Q. 28:

Permitting officials too lax, "I shouldn't have gotfenitﬁefpermitu”

Apparent inconsistencies in the law, but we did get it. (the permlt"
the experience was only somewhat unsatisfactory.

Lack qf time to comply with objectives of the Act, at fhe couﬁiy'levelc

Too much red tape/bureaucracy; no single source of infarmation.

Permit was to dig clams, we could only use it once, didn't get any clams.

Too many bureaus.
Hassle of permitting process, but I understand need is legitimate.
Should be geared for individual situations.

Came down heavy. Unfair. Corps came around and objected to what we
were doing.

Too much red tape.
Felt shoreline didn't care about problem (sic).

Very difficult - succeeded eventually.

E-11
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11
13
15

Pend Ofeille .

TTIIY TStevensTTTTT

COUNTY CODES

Asotin
Garfield
Columbia
Walla Walla

Franklin

Adams
Whitman

Spokane P

41
43
45
47
49

Skagit
>Whatcom
San Juan
Island
Snohomish

Kitsap

Clallam
35 Jefferson

21 Lincoln 61 King
23 Ferry 63, Pierce
25 Okanogan 65 Thurston
27 Douglas 67 Lewis
29 Grant " 69 Skamania
31 Benton 71 Clark
33 Klickitat .73 Cowlitz
35 Yakima 75 - Wahkiakum
37 Kittitas 77 Pacific
39 Chelan
Region 1: Region 2: Region 3: Region 41
61 41 53 1 R
43 55 3 33
45 57 5 35
a7 67 7 37
49 69 9 39
51 71 11
59 73 13
63 75 15
65 77 17
19
21
23
25
27
29

£E-12



